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VABSTRACT
Couple Interactions: A Study of the Punctuation Process
June, 1978
Guillermo Bernal, B.A., University of Miami
M.S., University of Massachusetts, Ph.D., University of Massachusetts
Directed by: Professor Stuart E. Golann
This study examined couples' punctuation of their interactional
units. The association between causal explanations for the interac-
tions on issues involving differences and the nature of relatedness
(i.e., degree of distress) was the major purpose of the study. Punctu-
ation was defined as a way of grouping sequences of interactions.
Punctuational differences were operational zed by measuring couples'
causal explanations and attributions of responsibility concerning their
own interactions.
Twenty distressed and non-distressed couples, matched on age, in-
come, education, and length of relationship, participated in an inten-
sive three-hour interview which was conducted at their homes. All par-
ticipants were administered two relationship measures to determine the
degree of distress. The interview involved: generating issues of im-
portant differences, ranking issues for degree of importance, improvisa-
tional role-plays of interactions on two issues (most and least import-
ant), responses to open-ended questions about "self" and "other" per-
spectives, and rankings of causal explanations and attributions of re-
sponsibility about the interactions.
The major findings of the study indicated that the nature of rela-
vi
tedness, as defined by degree of distress, was associated with the punc-
tuation of interactions by the communicants; this confirmed a communica-
tions theory axiom. Distressed couples were found to employ the same
causal types to explain each other's behavior (first-order punctuation-
al differences), while the non-distressed differed in the use of the
causal explanations (second-order punctuational differences). The
study showed that the importance of an issue had as marked an effect on
the punctuation process as did level of distress alone.
Overall, couples in distress tended to view their interactions in
causal linear terms, failed to reach a resolution on issues, and viewed
each other as responsible for the interactions. Differences were not
easily accepted and were regarded as irritants. Non-distressed couples
were found to employ similar linear causal explanations, only that these
partners tended to comment more frequently on their transactions. Clear
outcomes from discussions were frequent as was sharing of the responsi-
bility for behavioral exchanges.
The study suggests that what may determine distress in relatedness
may not be actual differences in punctuation, as Watzlawick et al
.
(1967) proposed. Other factors, such as situational concerns and the
nature of the issue, appear to have an important effect on the way in-
dividuals unitize their interactions. For example, some couples punc-
tuated their interactions completely differently and acknowledged these
differences as an important aspect of their relationship. With other
couples, one member attempted to impose his/her perspective on the
other, resulting in a systematic invalidation of one member's experi-
ence. The study suggests that acknowledgement of punctuational differ-
VI 1
ences may be more important than the resolution of these differences.
Additionally, the study suggests that males and females tend to ex-
perience the same relationship differently. Overall, sex differences
were apparent with respect to the types of causes used to explain per-
spectives. Females tended to minimize differences and view the inter-
actions as less relationally based, whereas males tended to maximize
differences and view the same interactions as more relationally deter-
mined.
The research and clinical implications of these findings were dis-
cussed. The notion of punctuational differences was reassessed and a
meta-communicati onal framework was presented to understand and more ac-
curately describe the dyadic processes which operate in most couple and
family systems
.
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I had the sense that the fundamental reality and that reality
had a universal mouth to tell me so; no sense of divinity, of
communion, of the brotherhood of man.
. . . That reality was
endless interaction. No good, no evil; no beauty, no ugli-
ness. No sympathy, no antipathy. But simply interaction.
The endless solitude of the one, its total enlistment from
all sense, seemed the same thing as the total relationship of
the all. All opposite seemed one, because each was indis-
pensible to each. The indifference and the indespensibili ty
of all seemed one. I suddenly knew, but in a new hitherto
unexperienced sense of knowing, that all else exists.
. . .1 had no desire to state or define or analyze this in-
teraction, I simply wished to constitute it--not even
"wished to"--I constituted it. I was volitionless. There
was no meaning. Only being.
J. Fowles. The Magus
. New York
Dell Publishing Company, 1965,
p. 226.
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
What does it mean for a couple to be close? What does being close
or intimate with someone mean? In the clinical and research litera-
ture, closeness has been inferred when two people are proximate in time,
space, in relation to or having elements or parts near to each other
(e.g., Bernal, 1976; Davis, 1973; Kantor & Lehr, 1975). Often, being
close means being tied by mutual interests, loyalties, or affections;
this may also denote a confinement or narrowness in space. Whether the
feeling of closeness is gratifying or suffocating, it implies a state or
process of being interrelated, that is, a connection by way of a parti-
cular relationship.
A psychological perspective views one of the major aspects of a
close relationship to be love (Straus, 1974) which exists between two
people "when the satisfaction or the security of another person becomes
as significant as one's own satisfaction or security" (Sullivan, 1953,
pp. 41-42). Other aspects of closeness may involve sharing of feelings
and depth of disclosure. Proximity either in a physical or in a psycho-
logical sense and the degree of clarity and consistency of shared feel-
ings appear to be important factors in the maintenance of interpersonal
bonds. From a clinical and social psychological perspective,
closeness
may be seen as a process involving independent action that is
largely
regulated by the couple's perception of their own and each
other's
1
2needs. The relational process entails a constant paradoxical encounter
between an enmeshment and separation of selves to yield a differenti-
ated unity. Such intimacy is characterized by mutual concern where
members of a couple work to minimize interpersonal anxieties and nega-
tive outcomes and where trust, respect, self-worth and interpersonal
validation are maximized.
The maintenance of closeness is an important area of inquiry. With
increasing frequency in clinical settings, therapists are treating cou-
ples and families with dysfunctional forms of closeness (e.g., Gurman &
Rice, 1974; Olson, 1970). In research settings, the couple has become
an important unit of study for the analysis of interaction (Birchler,
Weiss & Vincent, 1975; Raush, Barry, Hertel & Swain, 1974). More and
more, the couple as an interactional system is increasingly being viewed
as a focal unit for understanding discordant behavior. Work in therapy
requires an ongoing assessment of how couples and members of families
become close and how they remain close. This entails a constant exam-
ination into the meaning of interactions (Zuk, 1975) and an evaluation
of the allegiances that operate both in and out of the therapy room.
Therapists often have the dual task of examining not only their rela-
tionship to the client but also in couples therapy, the relationship
between the two clients.
In the research on closeness, one problem that has received little
attention is how the individuals of a couple system explain their own
behavior and that of their partner. A better understanding of the ways
in which couples explain their interactions may enhance our knowledge
about the maintenance of closeness in a couple relationship. Further-
3more a study of the reasons given by intimates to explain their inter-
actions may facilitate the clinician's work in dealing with couples as
well as with individuals and families.
In couple psychotherapy, mutual disagreements of partners concern-
ing the same interactional event are often observed. Individuals in
close interpersonal situations tend to assign different causes for the
same event. The differences in explanations for certain situations and
an individual's attempt to impose his/her perception of the situation on
the other person may be at the core of competitive interpersonal strug-
gles. If we are to understand the nature of close relatedness, it is
essential to investigate couples' perceptions and/or the causal explana-
tions for interactional behavior.
Watzlawick, Beavin, and Jackson (1967) have suggested that how in-
dividuals "punctuate" a communicational sequence is of primary import-
ance in understanding the formation and resolution of interpersonal con-
flicts. Simply stated, to "punctuate" a communication sequence is to
group a series cf events in a way that introduces cause and effect la-
bels. It follows that punctuational differences in the sequence of
events are differences in grouping interactions which depend on the mu-
tual perceptions of the communicants. Often punctuational differences
comprise a fundamental aspect of interpersonal conflict. Indeed, "un-
resolved discrepancies in the punctuation of communicational sequences
can lead directly into interactional impasses in which the eventual
charges of madness and badness are proffered" (Wazlawick et al_. , 1967,
p. 93).
The study of a couple's perception of each other's act, and of as-
4signment of causality as a result of each other's behavior may disclose
important information about the nature of rel atedness . In fact, Watz-
lawick ejt al_. (1967) have suggested in their third metacommunicational
axiom "that the nature of a relationship is contingent upon the punctu-
ation of the communi cational sequences between the communicants" (p.
59). In other words, how A punctuates an interaction and how B punctu-
ates an interaction should yield a prediction about the nature of the
relationship between A and B. Thus, the extent to which an intimate
relationship has positive or negative qualities is predicated upon the
causal interpretation that the individuals in the exchange make of each
other.
The analysis of the punctuation by Watzlawick et al_. (1967) is in-
complete. First, the analysis is limited to couples' punctuation of
events in linear terms. A relational analysis of punctuation necessi-
tates a conceptual understanding of the complexities of differences in
the perception of discrepant unitization of experience or of using dif-
ferent types of interpersonal causality. For instance, one member of a
pair may "group" a small series of antecedent and consequence responses,
viewing causality as linearly determined (e.g., stimulus-response);
whereas the other member of a pair may "group" the same antecedent and
consequence responses nested within a much larger unit, viewing causal-
ity more i nteractional ly or less linearly determined. Clearly, the
individuals interacting may differ with respect to the size of the unit
or groupings employed to organize behavior. Such differences in the
unitization of experience reflect a punctuational process not addressed
by Watzlawick et aK (1967) and other communication theorists.
5Secondly, given that a couple is dealing with the same unit, the
problem may not be that differences in punctuation exist but that one
partner struggles to impose his/her punctuation of events on the other,
or that both partners compete to impose their punctuation of events on
each other. When such competitive struggles are going on, the experi-
ence of at least one member may be invalidated. Thus, punctuational
struggles may be viewed as a special case of disqualification, i.e.,
when one member communicates to the other that their experience is not
valid. What may determine the nature of relatedness may not be neces-
sarily differences in punctuation, but the degree to which individuals
mutually invalidate each other's experience.
The purpose of this study is to examine couples' punctuation of
their interactions. Specifically, I am interested in studying how cou-
ples view their own interactional exchanges and what types of causes
are employed in the punctuation process. The association between how
couples punctuate their interactions by the types of causes employed to
explain their interactions and the nature of the relationship will be
a major focus of the study.
The study of the punctuation process requires a framework for un-
derstanding causality. The framework developed includes two distinct
forms of punctuational differences, one of which goes beyond the Watz-
lawick et al_. (1967) formulation. The framework is presented below and
the clinical literature on one aspect of punctuation is discussed.
6A Framework for Analyzi ng Caus ality
Any participant in interactions may or may not think about the
causes of events. The extent to which causality is viewed as a relevant
component, then the punctuation of events may involve large sequences of
events where both partners view themselves as interacting or the punctu-
ation of events may involve smaller sequences where partners see each
other as the stimulus for their reactions. When individuals in rela-
tions view their behavior as singular antecedent and consequent acts,
or as sequences of antecedents and consequences, or as whole patterns of
interactions occurring probabilistically, different forms of viewing
causality may be identified. In the framework developed for the study,
interpretations of causality were classified in one of four categories:
content, individual, interactions-relationships, and context.
A personal experience illustrates two differing ways of locating
causality in addition to suggesting interesting cultural differences.
As the author approached a bus stop, he was informed by a bilingual
friend that a bus had left five minutes ago to which a response in
Spanish followed: "Caramba, el autobus se fue sin mi" (i.e., damn, the
bus left without me), and he proceeded to get angry at the bus. Later,
in discussing the incident with a friend (a psychologist), it was appar-
ent that if both had been speaking English the author would have said:
"I was late for the bus" and the anger would more likely have been di-
rected to the self. The difference is subtle but important. In the
Spanish example, the "bus" is the subject, while in English "I" is the
subject of the sentence. Examining the situation further, it becomes
7apparent that while speaking Spanish, in that situation, it is almost
inappropriate to attribute causality to oneself, whereas in English this
is common practice. Without much empirical evidence, it seems that in
Spanish (or in any Romance language), one is more likely to attribute
causality to an external object (e.g., the bus or the bus driver) than
to oneself, in contrast to Anglo or more Germanic languages.
The above example suggests a starting point for a framework of
causality in examining human behavior. At least four types of causes
can be identified. One type of causality is when the object is seen as
the primary cause. With couples interacting, the content of discussion
may be seen as a particular stimulus that elicits particularized re-
sponses. If the individuals are viewing causality in this manner, they
may be more likely to consider the content of discussion on the issue
as inherently the cause for their behavior. Thus, when the locus of
causality is viewed as external to the individuals and inherent to the
issues being discussed, then the individual's view of the causality is
of an obj ect type.
Another type of cause is when the individuals in the interaction
represent the primary stimulus for behavior. With couples interacting,
each member may view the other as the stimulus for their responses. The
punctuational differences example, to be discussed below, where husband
withdraws and wife nags and each sees the other as the cause for their
reactions, fits well as an individual type of causality. In attribu-
tion theory terms, when individuals make dispositional attributions to
self or to other, then they are using an individual view of causality.
The next two types represent still different views of causality and
8there is a movement from smaller to larger unitizing of events or from
an individualistic view of causality to more systemic views. In type 3,
an interactional view of causality, a person thinks about interactions
between self and partner. Thus, one member may view the cause of his/
her behavior as resulting from "my concern for partner and partner's
concern for me," etc. Or causality may be viewed rel ational ly . A per-
son may see his/her actions as caused by relationship concerns or issues.
A member of a couple may view the issue of discussion as important to
the extent that it represents some aspect of relational boundaries or
definitions. For example, either member of a couple may see his/her own
or his/her partner's actions as caused by a "need or wish to define the
relationship," "insecurity about the relationship" or "strong feelings
of trust and commitment about the relationship."
Type 4 is contextual
.
The individuals involved may view their ac-
tions as stimulated to a large degree by their particular context. The
context may be situational constraints or a larger system that encompass
es the couple unit. Whatever the context may be, it represents a parti-
cular view in which causality is located as going beyond the issue, the
individuals and their interactions. For instance, either member of the
couple may view the principal cause of his/her own or his/her partner's
behavior as being "the situation itself," "the larger cultural context,"
"the positive consequences expected from the particular situation," etc.
There are several advantages for using the framework- outl ined above
First, it is broader than other causal systems (e.g., attribution theo-
ry) in that it goes beyond individualistic causal views of "self,"
"other" and "situation" and yet it encompasses dispositional and situa-
9tional attributions, namely type 2 and type 4 respectively. Secondly,
the framework allows for important complexities in locating causality.
The cause for behavior may be outside of the individuals interacting
(pbject), or the cause for behavior may be found in systems of increas-
ing complexity. Thirdly, while the framework allows for complexity, it
remains sufficiently simple for research purposes. And fourth, the
proposed classification of causal views appears to be a necessary or-
dering if we are to analyze the relational significance of couples'
punctuation of their own interactions.
In addition, the causal framework is useful in arriving at a con-
ceptual understanding of punctuation. The framework suggests two dis-
tinct forms of punctuational differences: first- and second-order.
First-order punctuational differences can be defined as when both indi-
viduals employ the same causal category but have different perceptions
of causal stimuli within a category. In other words, the individuals
have synchronized views for the type of cause but have di ssynchroni zed
views within the category. For example, both members of a pair may use
type 2--indi vidual—causes but may differ within the category, i.e., see
the other as the causal stimuli. Most of the examples cited in the
clinical literature illustrate first-order punctuational differences.
A member of a pair, however, may have dissynchroni zed views with
respect to the causal categories themselves. While one member may be
primarily using individual (type 2) causes, the other might use context-
ual causes to explain behavioral exchanges. One member may chunk be-
havioral units linearly (i.e., individual), while the other might chunk
units circularly or non-1 inearly; this represents second-order punctua-
10
tional differences.
In the investigation proposed below, the first- and second-order
punctuational distinctions are made and general indices to assess both
first- and second-order punctuational differences are proposed in an at-
tempt to link the notion of punctuation to other dyadic processes. The
proposed study is preceded by a review of the current clinical and re-
search literature which primarily deals with first-order punctuation.
Li terature on Punctuation
The notion of punctuation developed from direct clinical material
and was a natural outgrowth of early family systems thinking (Bateson,
Jackson, Haley & Weakland, 1956). The concept of punctuation (Bateson
& Jackson, 1964) is viewed by some (Raush, Greif & Nugent, 1976) as a
major contribution to the field of family communications. From a com-
munication theory perspective punctuation differences comprise an intri-
cate aspect of relational conflict. Often, conflict may be resolved
and/or the relationship may be fundamentally changed when the individ-
uals begin to acknowledge punctuational differences by communicating
about their communications. To date, there has been little, if any, re-
search directly investigating the punctuation process. Most of the
literature in this area is theoretical, anecdotal, or derived from
clinical examples. In this review of punctuation, I will first consid-
er clinical examples and other evidence from which this notion is de-
rived. Secondly, the various meanings of punctuation will be addressed;
and thirdly, some of the research related to the punctuation process
11
will be discussed.
CI inical Examples of Punctuation
Let us consider the following example of punctuational difference
between two marriage partners (Watzlawick et al_.
,
1967). The husband
shows a pattern of being passive and withdrawing and the wife shows a
pattern of being critical and nagging. The female sees his withdrawal
as the reason for her nagging, and he sees her nagging as the reason for
his withdrawal. Both partners punctuate the sequence of events differ-
ently. As illustrated in Figure 1, when the male acts (wi thdraws ) , he
becomes the figure for the female and perceives triads 1-2-3, 3-4-5,
5-6-7, etc. When the female acts (nags), she becomes the figure for the
male allowing him to perceive triads 2-3-4, 4-5-6, 6-7-8, etc. Thus, as
the perceptual roles of actor and observer are exchanged, each perceives
the other's behavior as the stimulus for each other's responses.
Both partners believe that their own behavior is an appropriate re-
action to the other's provocation. My own clinical work with couples
suggests that the subjective experience derived from different percept-
ual perspectives limits the information for each partner which results
in punctuating the interactions differently. For instance, a couple I
worked with in therapy demonstrated the common pattern where husband
withdrew and wife nagged. The interactional exchanges were similar to
those described by Watzlawick et aK (1967), and later by Watzlawick,
Weakland, and Fisch (1974). The female partner felt that she was not
taken seriously or understood by her husband. Further, she wondered how
he felt about her when he was away from home. Naturally, her concern
12
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was expressed by her asking questions about what he did and about how he
felt about her. In the wife's attempt to seek additional information,
she was continually checking on her husband and questioning his activi-
ties. On the other hand, the husband felt intruded upon, resisted her
questioning and was feeling that his right to some privacy had been vio-
lated. The husband became somewhat more secretive and withheld the in-
formation his wife needed.
Thus, the more the husband pulled away to avoid his wife's appeal,
the more she persisted. The more she questioned and appealed to her
husband, the more he withdrew. Each partner felt wronged, given the in-
formation available from each of their perspectives; their attempted so-
lution in dealing with each other was to do "more of the same" (Watzla-
wick e_t aj_.
,
1974) and this solution itself becomes the problem, i.e.,
punctuational differences.
The following exchange further illustrates a common wi thdrawal /ap-
peal sequence. For the purpose of reporting the exchange here, an ar-
bitrary punctuation occurred by beginning and ending with the message
of a particular member.
W: What do you want to talk about?
H: I want to talk about the attitude that we've had toward
each other the past few days.
W: No attitude.
H: Well, it just seems that one of us is changing and I've
tried to find out how I'm changing. I haven't seen any-
thing.
W: You're not changing and I'm not changing. I'm just. . .
14
I don't know, you know. You got in moods sometimes. I,
this is my week to have a mood. That's all.
H: Well, I.
. . .
W: (Interruption) Don't worry about it.
H: Well, you know (laugh) when something annoys you, you just
can't push a button and say don't let it annoy you anymore.
W: Well, I'm sorry it annoys you. I don't know what there is.
I don't know. I'm just not in a good mood.
H: What's causing it?
W: Nothing, nothing at all.
H: I would like you to get over it now if possible.
W: Well, let me sleep on it.
H : Okay?
W: I, wait till the morning. Maybe I'll be in a better mood
in the morning.
H: I don't see what good sleeping is going to do.
W: Because it's another day. That's all. Wait another day.
H: Unless you know what's causing the problem.
In this situation the female wants to be left alone and the male
wants to talk. The more he tries to engage her, the more she refuses.
As he points to a "problem," she denies one. In essence, the conflict
is a vicious cycle of: "I withdraw because you continue to appeal";
and "I appeal because you withdraw."
Other patterns of punctuational discrepancies, mutual charges of
badness and madness, and the rudimentary characteristics of interper-
sonal binds are presented in Laing's Knots (1970). Consider the follow-
ing situation between Jack and Jill:
Jill thinks Jack is mean and greedy
Jack thinks Jill is mean and greedy
the more Jill feels that Jack is greedy
the more greedy Jack feels Jill to be
the more Jill feels Jack is greedy
the more Jack feels Jill to be
the more greedy Jack feels Jill to be
the more mean Jill feels Jack to be
the more mean Jill feels Jack to be
the more greedy Jack feels Jill to be
Jack feels Jill is greedy
because Jack feels Jill is greedy
Jack feels Jill is mean
because Jill feels Jack is greedy
Jill feels Jack is greedy
because Jack feels Jill is mean
Laing (1970, p. 51) literally avoided "nunctuating" the above pat-
tern by omitting commas, periods, etc., and by presenting the example in
a repetitive circular form. The causal circular relation between Jack
and Jill was illustrated further in the following way:
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Jack thinks Jill
is
greedy mean
because
Jill thinks Jack
is
mean greedy
The mean/greedy example is elaborated by Laing (p. 52) in various
other ways. For our purposes, however, it may be sufficient to note
that the adjectives of greedy and mean may be substituted with various
other adverbs and adjectives: nagging/withdrawing, angry/depressed,
active/passive, demanding/inconsiderate or not sexual /not an initiator,
etc. Other more positive words may be included such as good/kind,
gentle/warm, loving/appreciative. Clearly, positive circular reasoning
may be an area of study equally as important as negative reasoning.
The clinical examples reviewed illustrate first-order punctuation-
al differences. Members of a pair are synchronized with respect to the
causal type (or chunk similar size units) but are dissynchronized within
the units employed to organize behavioral events.
The Meaning of Punctuation
While family communication theorists (Bateson & Jackson, 1964;
Haley, 1953; Watzlawick et_ al_.
,
1967; Watzlawick et_ al_. , 1974) have
given many -examples of punctuation and have commented on the importance
of this process on close relationships (e.g., Watzlawick et ah, 1967,
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p. 59), the punctuation process remains an elusive phenomenon.
Furthermore, punctuation may involve several interrelated factors.
On the one hand, punctuation differences may be seen as misunderstand-
ings that result from different information about events. Related to
such misunderstandings are the particular meanings attached to events.
On the other hand, punctuation may be seen as different ways of group-
ing or unitizing a series of events. Clearly, the common denominator of
punctuation appears to be a particular view of causality.
Punctuation as misunderstanding
. Often misunderstandings occur
when one person assumes that the other has the same information and/or
must draw the same conclusions about a particular situation. Frequent-
ly, seemingly innocent behaviors are interpreted as rejections or as
personal attacks. In other situations, certain statements or words are
not heard as intended. Watzlawick et al_. (1967) gives a humorous exam-
ple in an exchange between a visitor and a receptionist. After a few
statements, the receptionist is convinced the visitor is a new psycho-
tic patient and the visitor is certain that he is the object of a joke.
The misunderstanding resulted from one party's mishearing.
The different meanings attached to certain events are important as-
pects of misunderstandings. Clearly, a person's reaction to a stimulus
is determined by the objective reality that the stimulus has for the
person. For instance, in the husband/wife example above, the husband's
withdrawal may be seen as an act of hostility, coercion or as a manipu-
lation and therefore reason for further reproach. The wife's nagging
and questioning may signify to her husband an intrusion or breach of
personal privacy. These events (withdrawal/approach) may be interpreted
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by either party as a rejection or some other personal affront.
The perceptual representation of a stimulus attached to an inter-
personal event may be more significant than the event itself. As Carson
(1969) points out, "the functional stimulus is determined by a component
of the person's total response to it and it may be altered by that re-
sponse" (p. 15). Carson labels this form of causality as response de-
termined stimulus, effect. Analysis of the meaning couples attach to
their own and their partners' behavior may shed light on to the nature
of punctuational differences.
Punctuat ion as groupi ngs. Punctuation may be thought of as a way
to group a series of events. Mathematical and grammatical analogies may
be useful in describing the punctuation process. For instance, in an
infinite series of events, the series may be grouped or punctuated in a
variety of ways. Thus, a particular series may equal three different
values which are theoretically equivalent. The different values are
contingent on how the series is grouped or punctuated. For a more ex-
tensive treatment of the Theory of Groups, the reader may refer to
Watzlawick et aj_. (1974).
Pearce (1976) has suggested that communicative units might be bet-
Given the following infinite series:
S = a- a + a- a + a- a. . . .
The series may be grouped in the following ways:
(1) S = (a - a) + (a - a) + (a - a) + . . .
'
=0=0=0-.
. .,S=0
(2) S = a - (a - a) - (a - a) - (a - a).. . .
a- 0-0-0. .
.
, S a
(3) S = a:-(a-a + a- a + a- a+ ...)
= a - S, or a - series itself
Therefore, S may equal zero, a, or a - series, depending on how the
series is grouped (Watzlawick et_a.l., 1967, p. 59).
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ter referred to as "episodes." When communications extend over long
periods of time, there appear observable units that have mutual starting
and stopping points. Transactions or communicative exchanges may be
viewed as an "enactment of a sequence of episodes" (Pearce, 1976, p. 8).
Clearly, Pearce's description of communicative exchanges consists of a
grouping of groupings (episode, units) or meta-grouping, i.e., a higher
order punctuation.
When an infinite chain of events is a set of words, messages,
phrases or interactions, it appears that an analysis of the punctuation
process may imply an analysis of syntax
,
i.e., an arrangement of words
as elements in a sentence to show their relationship to one another,
varies as a function of how an individual punctuates a sentence. Spe-
cifically, where a period is placed distinguishes a sentence from a set
of phrases or words. Clearly, the punctuation of interactions by the
individuals involved in the communications depends on the perception of
events and the subsequent attribution about such events.
Punctuation as causal attributions . Attribution theory provides a
methodology from which the notion of punctuation may be studied. An
attributional analysis deals with how causality is explained by people
or how questions of "why?" are usually answered (Orvis, Kelley & But-
ler, 1976). For example, Jones and Nisbett (1972) suggested that actors
tend to attribute causes of their behavior to stimuli in the situation,
whereas observers attribute the actor's same behavior to dispositions or
characteristics
.
In the husband and wife example above, both partners are making
causal dispositional attributions about each other. Each have informa-
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tion about the other's behavior from multiple observations. Also, in
such an interpersonal exchange, the role of the actor and of the observ-
er are being continually reversed, and the information available from
the situational perspective is continually changing and probably is af-
fecting different attributions. As the husband or wife acts, each be-
comes the figure for the other's perceptions and the probable target of
each other's causal attributions. Differences in causal attributions
may be one way to understand the punctuation process. For example, af-
ter long histories of transactions individuals may begin to group sets
of interactional episodes into categories leading to mutual disposition-
al ascriptions where members of a pair may label each other as the nag,
the dependent one, the victim, the aggressor, or the oppressor. Such
labeling implies and provides an expectation which affects the experi-
ence and interpretation of sequences of interactions.
Punct uation and Metapunctuation
There are different ways of defining punctuation. Indeed, family-
communication theorists have avoided defining this concept and have
used various analogies and clinical examples to illustrate the pragmatic
implications of this notion. It is apparent that the notion of punctua-
tion has various meanings, all with a common component: interpretations
of causality."
Mhe paradox in studying causality in interaction is that at some
point in time, the process must be "stopped" for analysis or interpre-
tations. Once a series of communications is interrupted, it is arbi-
trarily punctuated and the labels of cause-effect or of stimulus-re-
sponse may be introduced.
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Part of the confusion in understanding punctuation stems from dif-
ferences in the perceived interactional unit of analysis. Watzlawick et
al_. (1967) illustrate the punctuation process between two marriage part-
ners and point out that both perceived the same interactional units, but
the individuals' punctuation within the units was dissynchronized (see
Figure 1). This example is an instance of first-order punctuational
di fferences
.
While the communicational triads (1-2-3, 3-4-5, 5-6-7) in Figure 1
represent one unit of analysis, Figure 1 itself represents another unit
of analysis, i.e., a higher level of punctuation or grouping of interac-
tions. The chunking distinctions between punctuation and metapunctua-
tion may be likened to the unit differences between a sentence, a para-
graph, a written page, a chapter, and a book. We may find punctuation
differences within the grouping of words in a sentence, or in the ar-
rangement of sentences in a paragraph or in the arrangement of chapters
in a book, etc. This is an instance of first-order punctuational dif-
ferences. In clinical settings, often we find first-order punctuational
differences between couples and second-order punctuational differences
between the couple and therapist.
Related Previous Research
As previously noted, there has been little research on the punctu-
ation process. For the most part, investigations of couple interaction
have not directly analyzed punctuational differences, but have found
that distressed couples engage in more negative reciprocity than non-
distressed couples (e.g., Birchler, Weiss & Vincent, 1975; Gottman,
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Notarius, Markman, Bank, Ycppi & Robin, 1976; Raush, Barry, Hertel &
Swain, 1974). These findings are relevant to the extent that negative
exchanges may be a result of punctuational discrepancies.
The results of Raush et_ al_. can be used to infer how punctuational
differences may be associated with the type of couple relatedness. An
extensive study was conducted with married couples over different peri-
ods of time, in various situations and in partially manipulated ex-
changes. In general, a person's actions in an interpersonal exchange
were found to be influenced by multiple determinants, which may include
not only the immediately preceding act but also the total situation, so-
cial roles and the expectancies of the spouse.
Certain regularities in the communication process of couples were
found (Raush et al_.
,
1974). Analysis of situational efforts demonstrated
that the same antecedent act could elicit different responses depending
on the situation, and that it accounted for a higher proportion of the
variation. Further, given a probabilistic model, messages tended to re-
ceive symmetrically reciprocal responses, i.e., cognitive messages were
responded to cognitively and emotional messages were responded to emo-
tionally.
An examination of these data (Raush et al
. ,
1974, p. 133) on the
percentages for each antecedent act reveals a parallel to the punctua-
tion example where the husband withdrew and the wife appealed. For in-
stance, rejecting acts (e.g., withdrawal) were responded to significant-
ly above the contingencies of expectancies with appealing (+18.2) and
coercive (1-36.5) acts but significantly below the contingencies of ex-
pectancies with cognitive (-28.2) acts. Thus, in this sample when a
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partner was rejecting, the other reacted by appealing or coercive acts.
Very infrequently did a rejecting act elicit a cognitive response.
These data are useful in understanding couple interactions.
However, a problem in applying the Raush et al_. (1974) data to the
punctuation process was that in that study the interactions were coded
by observers. Therefore, any conclusions we may draw concerning these
data are bound by the observers rather than the couple's punctuation of
events
.
In a more recent investigation of interaction (Gottman e_t al_.
,
1976), couples served as their own coders and rated the intent of their
acts and the impact of the other's act. Some of the results suggested
punctuational differences. Distressed couples tended to code their in-
teractions as more negative than was actually intended by the other in
the experimental situation. Furthermore, there was evidence that paral-
leled the Raush et_ al_. (1974) findings concerning reciprocal exchanges
and the nature of the relationship. The authors found that husbands in
distressed relationships were more likely to negatively reciprocate a
negatively coded act than were husbands in harmonious relationships.
Although disagreements do not necessarily lead to misunderstand-
ings, couples in conflict tend to distort and misinterpret each other's
actions and reactions which, in turn, leads to more disagreements and
misperceptions of intent. Couples have been found to misunderstand an
issue more often in areas of disagreement (Schulman, 1974). The author
found that the greater the number of disagreements with a partner, the
greater the number of inaccurate perceptions of each other's views and
feelings in areas of conflict. If these areas are left unchecked, the
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process tends to exacerbate and maintain relational distress.
Taking the above findings together, first-order punctuational dif-
ferences seem to be associated with the nature of the couple relation-
ship. On the one hand, discordant couples are more likely to engage in
rejecting/appealing and/or negative reciprocation (Birchler et al.,
1975; Gottman et al_.
,
1976; Raush et aK
, 1974). And on the other hand,
discordant couples tend to view the other's actions as more negative
than actually intended (Gottman et al_.
, 1976). These data suggest that
the nature of the relationship (e.g., harmonious, discordant) appears
to be associated with punctuational differences (i.e., particular view
of the other's act, misinterpretation of intent, probability of respond-
ing positively or negatively to a positive act). Therefore, the meta-
communicational axiom presented by Watzlawick et ajl_. (1967), proposing
that the nature of couple relationship depends on the way couples punc-
tuate their interactions, seems to find some empirical support.
One study that addressed the punctuation of interaction was con-
ducted by Bernal and Levinger (1976). This investigation attempted to
operationalize punctuation and studied how individuals punctuate the
exchange of couples. Subjects listened to an interaction where one
spouse withdrew and the other appealed. The interactional modes (ap-
peal/withdrawal) were counterbalanced for sex of model. After listening
to the tape once, subjects were asked for global ratings of attribution
of responsibility; these ratings constituted one measure of punctuation.
Subsequently, subjects were asked to listen to the tape a second time
''as if" they were consultants and were asked to help the couple resolve
their differences. After a second listening, subjects were asked to se-
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lect three statements that aggravated the situation. The extent to
which subjects judged more negative statements for one spouse over the
other constituted a second measure of punctuation.
The data on punctuational differences indicate that attribution of
responsibility depended on which actor the perceiver was identified.
Those who identified with the male ascribed more responsibility to the
female and those who identified with the female model ascribed more re-
sponsibility to the male. Similar identification differences were found
for the second measure of punctuation (number of provoking statements
for an actor)
.
Overview of Punctuation Study
General Purpo se
The purpose of this study is to analyze the punctuation process in
couples and its connection to distress in relatedness. The clinical
literature suggests that the greater the degree of distress with cou-
ples, the more likely are individuals in these relationships to blame
one another, view each other as the stimulus for their actions and reac-
tions. When this process is initiated, often linear causal thinking is
employed to explain interactions; this process is labeled by various
clinicians and systems theorists as punctuation or punctuational differ-
ences (Watzlawick et aj_.
,
1967).
It was pointed out earlier that little if any research exists in
the area of punctuation and that punctuational differences often are at
the core of conflict with couples. Given the significance of the punctu-
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mm process, an empirical examination of this systems theory concept
used to describe and work clinically with couples is clearly warranted.
An empirical examination of punctuational differences is of intrinsic
and heuristic value. Systems formulations have been employed for too
long without much empirical support or validation. Furthermore, empiric,
al approaches to clinical phenomena may point toward new ways of under-
standing complex human interactional processes.
This study attempts to investigate the causal explanations that
members of couples give for their interactional exchanges in areas of
differences. Therefore, one objective of the study is to empirically
identify a systems theory notion, i.e., punctuational differences, with
couples. A secondary objective is to examine a specific relation be-
tween punctuational differences and the degree of distress in couple
rel atedness
.
It has been amply demonstrated that the more conflict and distress
in a relationship, the greater is the tendency for couples to distort
and engage in negative reciprocation (e.g., Birchler et aj_.
, 1975;
Raush et al_.
, 1974; Schulman, 1974). Taking these findings together
with the clinical evidence that couples in conflict view each other as
the stimulus for each other's actions and reactions, distressed couples
are expected to demonstrate more first-order punctuation differences
(by attributing causality to each other) in areas of differences than
the non-distressed couples. Thus, distressed couples should view their
partners in more dispositional terms and to attribute greater responsi-
bility to their partners for the interactions.
Non-distressed couples are expected to vary more in their use of
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causal explanations, given a greater degree of harmony. Therefore, more
second-order punctuatlonal differences are expected for the non-dis-
tressed than for the distressed couples as determined by using both lin-
ear and non-linear causal explanations. In other words, individuals in
distressed relationships are expected to use dispositional causes to ex-
plain each other's interactions (i.e., view each other as the cause)
and individuals in non-distressed couples are expected to use more dif-
ferent types of causes to explain each other's interactions (i.e., the
issue, each other, their relationship, or the context). Thus, the dis-
tressed couples should be synchronized using a causal type, while the
non-distressed should be dissynchronized or more variable across the
causal types.
In addition, the study explores the extent to which more important
issues in contrast to less important issues are associated with punctu-
ational differences. It was reasoned that the more important an issue
was for members of a couple, the greater would be the resulting differ-
ence between partners in explaining their interactions, particularly for
the distressed couples.
Lastly, males and females are expected to differ in their punctua-
tion of events. It has been suggested that there is a male and a female
point of view of relatedness. According to Bernard (1972) females
stress expressiveness and males stress function. Given fundamental
differences in the experience of relationships due to sex, it was ex-
pected that the indices of punctuation would reflect such differences.
CHAPTER Ii
METHOD
Participants
Twenty couples from the Amherst-Northampton, Massachusetts (N
11), and the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania (N = 9), areas participated in
the investigation. The participants were contacted through churches,
community organizations and clinics. Of the ten couples that were de-
fined as distressed, four were reached through the Psychological Serv-
ices Center in Amherst, one was reached through the Philadelphia Child
Guidance Clinic, and five were reached through the Family Psychiatry
Department of the Eastern Pennsylvania Psychiatric Institute in Phila-
delphia. All of the couples were seeking treatment and were interviewed
for the study after an intake had been conducted.
The non-distressed couples were reached through personal contacts
via various community organizations (i.e., Amherst Presbyterian Church,
Philadelphia Ethical Society, Village Park/Amherst community groups).
Some couples who were interviewed supplied the investigator with the
names of other couples believed to be interested in the study. The non-
distressed group was comprised of four couples from Philadelphia and
six couples from the Amherst/Northampton areas.
A pool of about 30 non-distressed and 18 distressed couples was ob-
tained from the various sources. From this pool couples were selected
in order to equate the distressed and non-distressed groups on the basis
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of income, age, and length of relationship.
Procedure
After names of potential participants were obtained, they were
telephoned and an explanation was given of where their names were ob-
tained. An explanation of the nature and purpose of the study followed.
Members of couples were informed that the general purpose of the study
was to understand how people in close relationships view each other and
their interactions. Couples were informed that the study involved some
paper-and-pencil questionnaires, discussion of relationship issues,
some role-playing of actual issues, a discussion of how they interacted,
and a discussion of all aspects of the study. Also, they were informed
that during the interview, which lasted approximately two to two-and-a-
half hours, segments of the discussions were to be audio-taped. It was
pointed out that if both members agreed, some feedback would be provided
about their communications and that the feedback was to follow systems
theory formulations of interactions. Lastly, couples were informed
that they would be offered $10.00 for their time and participation. It
was noted that with most couples interviewed, the participants found the
experience stimulating and educational.
When a couple agreed to participate, an appointment was arranged
and data for matching purposes was obtained (i.e., ages, level of in-
come, and length of relationship). Couples who reported that they were
contemplating couple's therapy and/or reported difficulty in handling
their relationship comprised the distressed group; these were the cou-
ples reached through mental health agencies. Couples who were not con-
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ternplating therapy and did not report unusual difficulties in handling
relationship issues comprise the non
-distressed group; these were the
couples reached through community agencies or through other couples.
In addition to the self-definition criteria of distress in relation-
ships, both the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Test (Locke & Wallace,
1959) and the "areas of change questionnaire" (Birchler et ah, 1975)
were administered as a check on the self-definition criteria of distress
in relatedness. These instruments were employed since they were found
to be reliable in differentiating distress in couples across a variety
of independent studies (e.g., 3i rchler et al_.
, 1975; Birchler & Webb,
1977; Gottman et_ al_.
, 1976).
Conjoint interviews were conducted. Couples were briefed about the
purpose of the study and an outline of the interview procedure was pro-
vided. For instance, they were informed that we were to begin with the
paper-and-pencil material, followed by a discussion of issues over which
they have different points of view. Then we were to arrange a role-
playing situation on one of the issues followed by some written responses
to essay questions and rankings about themselves and their partner. Sub-
sequently, the whole procedure was to be repeated for one other issue,
and lastly we were to discuss any questions, talk about the study, and
their experience of this process. Also, it was made clear to the parti-
cipants that if they wished to discontinue their participation at any
point in time, they were free to do so.
Couples were asked to identify five issues over which they had dif-
ferent points of view. After generating these issues, participants were
asked to individually and then jointly rank the issues for degree of im-
31
portance. The most and least important issues from the joint rankings
were employed in the subsequent role-playing.
Half of the couples role-played the more important issue followed
by a role-play of the least important issue. The other half of the cou-
ples role-played the issues in reverse order. The role-playing gener-
ated interactions that were tape recorded and later transcribed for
qualitative analysis.
In order to obtain phenomenological data about causal views on in-
teractions, couples were asked to respond to open-ended written ques-
tions; after role-playing each issue. Each participant was asked to de-
scribe how they felt and acted during
, before, and after the discussion
of the issue; this yielded information about differences in the causal
explanations for self. In addition, each participant was asked to de-
scribe how their partner was feeling and acting during, before
, and af-
ter each interactional task; this provided information about differences
in causal explanations for other
. In this manner, each participant's
perspectives of self and other for the role-played interactions were ob-
tained. These essay descriptions comprised another part of the qualita-
tive data base. Subsequently, participants were asked to rank order the
list of the four types of causation (see Appendix B), which include:
Issue, person, interactions, and situation-context as determinants of
interaction.
Each participant ranked the items from most to least influential in
terms of how they viewed these causes as affecting them in the role-
playing and subsequently as they viewed these causes as affecting their
partner during the same interactional sequence. In this manner, the
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causal explanations for perspective on self and for perspecti
other were quantified. Following the rankings, couples were asked to
check one of three items that described their perception of how respon-
sible (full, partial, or not responsible) self was. in relation to other
(i.e., partner) concerning the interactions (see Appendix B); this ma-
terial provided the basis for further quantification of punctuational
di fferences
.
A general discussion followed after the two issues were role-played
and the rankings were completed. The essay responses on self and other
perspectives for both issues were compared and discussed. Couples were
asked to explain how they felt about their interactions, how they felt
about themselves, and about their partner, etc. In most cases, the cau-
sal framework was explained to the couples. Additionally, couples were
invited to discuss their experience of the study. Some couples provided
phenomenological accounts of punctuational differences. These general
discussions were audio-taped, transcribed, and used in the qualitative
analysis. Lastly, couples were asked if they wished to have a copy of
the study made available to them upon completion, they were given a
check for ten dollars, and they were thanked for their time and parti-
cipation. With most of the distressed couples, the latter part of the
interview took the form of a consultation session focused on mutual ex-
pectations and possible issues in couples therapy. For illustrations
of the complete procedure conducted with couples in their home, please
refer to Appendix D.
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Measures
Two relationship inventories were administered: The Locke-Wallace
Marital Adjustment Test (Locke & Wallace, 1959) and the "areas of
change" questionnaire (Bi rchler et al,
, 1975). Both of these instru-
ments appear in Appendix A. The Locke-Wallace is a 15-item question-
naire which measures adjustment in marital relationships and was adapted
to focus on "couple" relationships, for the purpose of this study. The
"areas of change" questionnaire is a 62-item instrument developed to
assess desired change in relationships. This measure provided three
variables: total change desired, changes desired of partner, and changes
on self that pleased one's partner. Recent research employing these in-
struments has shown a high degree of reliability in discriminating stress
with couples (e.g., Birchler et al.., 1975; Birchler & Webb, 1977).
Self reports of causal ascriptions were solicited by having parti-
cipants rank order, from most to least influential, in explaining their
interactions on issues involving differences, a list of four types of
causes developed by the author. These types of causation (i.e., object
,
.individual
,
interactional
, and contextual) were specified in order to
assess causal thinking involved in the punctuation or unitizing of in-
teractions
.
For instance, events may be unitized in a way that antecedents and
consequences are seen in terms of self and other . That is, Person I
starts a certain interactional sequence and is viewed as the instigator
of that sequence by Person I and/or Person II. Views of self and other
as causes for interactions represent one way to think about causality
which often results in unitizing interactions in terms of the individ-
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uals involved. However, people may unitize their communications inter-
actionally, viewing their actions and reactions in patterns with no one
particular individual as responsible. Also, it was reasoned that a par-
ticular Issue may be viewed as the primary cause for interactions. Some
individuals may view the subject of discussion on the issue as inherent-
ly the cause for their interactional behavior. Lastly, causal thinking
may involve a unitization of events in large units where issues, indi-
viduals, and transactions are viewed as a result of a particular situa-
tion or context. For these reasons, a typology that included linear and
non-linear explanations for causality as well as smaller and larger
units for punctuating events was necessary.
The set of four causal types and the ranking procedure evolved from
pilot testing with four couples. Initially, a questionnaire method
proved inappropriate, since it yielded artifical differences resulting
from a response set bias. Also, the task of rating 25 causal items was
too lengthy and tedious for couples to complete. Therefore, in order to
measure differences in causal perspective more accurately, a ranking
method was employed.
The pilot questionnaire of 25 items was, in part, developed from
the causal typology described above and, in part, developed by drawing
from the attribution theory research (Orvies, Kelley & Butler, 1976).
The list of items was reduced to clarify and minimize time required to
complete the instrument. Also, reducing the number of items added sig-
nificance to differences obtained from the ranking task. To these ends,
the list of 25 items was given to two independent raters to sort into
one of four categories corresponding with the causal typologies. The
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raters obtained 68 percent agreement. Those items on which there was
agreement were employed to describe the causal categories given to the
participants for the ranking task.
The list of causes appear in Appendix B and a brief description of
the four types of causes appears below.
The object type of cause defined a view of causality that stressed
the issue itself. For instance, "It's impossible for me to talk about
x, y, or z," "the issue in and of itself elicited a particular reac-
tion," etc. In the individual type of cause, causality was located in
the person, e.g., "The way she talks to me," "my feelings that how I
communicated was primarily influenced by characterological aspects of
myself" (e.g., insecurity, laziness, etc.). The interactional type of
cause was defined as involving both partners, e.g., "the way we talk to
each other," "my wish to change partner's behavior and my partner's wish
to change my behavior," etc. The contextual type of cause defined the
situation, or general environment, as the causal agent engulfing the in-
dividuals, e.g., "I can't seem to talk with her with the children
around," "the situation lends itself to such responses from me," "how I
communicated was primarily influenced by the situation," etc.
Punctuational differences may be apparent within a type of causal-
ity and across the types of causes. For instance, Person I views Person
II as responsible and Person II views Person I as responsible; this
would be an instance of first-order punctuational differences. The cou-
ple may agree with the use of a causal category (person) but disagree
within the category (they each see the other as the cause). Another
form of punctuation is apparent when members of a couple disagree across
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the causal types. For example, Person I sees the eomunl cations as
caused by some aspect of him/her and Person II nay see the communica-
tions as influenced primarily by established transactional patterns.
In this instance, one member unitizes causality linearly (e.g., indi-
vidual) while the other uses transactional units (e.g., non-linear),
representing a different form of punctuation.
From the task of ranking the four causal categories, three measures
of second-order punctuation were obtained. One index was derived by
correlating ranks for Person I's causal view for self with Person's II
causal view of self; this was called a measure of differences in causal
explanation for self (DCES). A second index was derived by correlating
the ranks for causal view of self with perceived causal view of other;
this was called a measure of differences in perceived causal explana-
tions (DPCE). The third index was derived from the correlation of ranks
between Person I's causal view of Person II with Person II 's actual view
for self and vice versa; this was a measure of how well one member un-
derstood or anticipated the other's actual view, and was an index of
differences in understanding causal explanations (DUCE).
Figure 2 illustrates the indices of causality employed in the study
Each arrow represents a correlation between one set of ranks and another
The indices of causal perspective were correlations for DCES, DPCE, and
DUCE; these were defined as measuring second-order punctuational differ-
ences. The index of DCEO was derived by correlating Person I's causal
rankings for the view of Person II with Person II 's causal rankings for
the view of Person I; this was a measure of first-order punctuational
di fferences
.
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In addition, first-order punctuation differences were measured by
asking couples to check one of three items concerning how responsible
they viewed each other for the interactions. Thus, each participant was
asked to indicate the degree of responsibility self had in relation to
other. Participants were asked to check one of the following items to
describe their perspective on responsibility for the interactions: 1)
Ml responsibility (i.e., "I feel that I was fully responsible for hav-
ing been this way and that the way partner acted only indirectly influ-
enced how I behaved"); 2) Partial responsibility (i.e., "I feel that I
was partially responsible for having been this way and that the way
partner acted also influenced how I behaved"); 3) flo responsibility
(i.e., "I feel that I was not responsible for having been this way but
that the way partner acted directly influenced how I behaved").
Reliability of causal categories
. The extent to which the causal
categories could be employed reliably was investigated. Two clinical
psychology interns served as judges blind to the questions of the study.
They were asked to read a set of eight vignettes of transactions and to
rank the four causal categories, from most to least influential, for
each person in the vignette. The vignettes were selected by the inves-
tigator from actual couple interactions in order to provide the raters
with material that paralleled the stimuli ranked by the participants in
the study. The raters received the same instructions for rating the
vignettes as were received by the couples in the study. Each vignette
(examples of vignettes appear in Appendix C) differed in content and was
approximately one page long. The raters were asked to make a judgment
about causality by ranking the categories in terms of what was causing
39
each member of the couple to respond the way she/he did.
Rank order correlation coefficients were computed between the two
raters. The average inter-judge reliability for rankings on the eight
vignettes was moderately high (r =
.83) and ranged from a moderate to
low degree of agreement (r =
.40) to very high agreement (r = 1.0).
Furthermore, when each of the judges' rankings was correlated with those
of the investigator, the interjudge reliability was high (r = .88).
These data indicate a moderately high degree of agreement between
judges, suggesting that the causal categories may be reliably used by
individuals judging causality in transactional material.
Other measurement issues. Clearly, these rank order correlational
measures represent only one way to operational ize the punctuation pro-
cess. Three of the indices were developed to assess second-order punc-
tuational differences. For example, if both partners ranked the indi-
vidual items as primarily influencing their interactions, this would in-
dicate agreement on a shared view of self as affecting the interactions.
An instance of differences would be if Person I ranked the individual
cause and Person II ranked the interactional cause as primarily influen-
cing their interactions. These similarities and differences are aspects
of second-order punctuation. First-order punctuation was indicated,
using the rankings, when both Person I and II ranked individual causes
as the primary influence for their partner's (DCEO) behavior. Thus,
agreement (or high correlations) on a disposi tional/characterological
view of each other would be an indication of first-order punctuational
di fferences
.
It should be noted that the above measurement paradigm has been em-
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Ployed by social scientists in the study of opinion surveys and elec-
tion campaigns, etc. (Chaffe & McLeod, 1968). A similar methodology
was employed by Laing, PhillipSO n and Lee (1969), but these authors
added an additional perspective (i.e., Person I's view of the other's
view of Person I)
.
A number of methodological problems were encountered with the use
of the adapted co-orientational paradigm (Chaffee & iMcLeod, 1968).
First, the three indices were not functionally independent, since each
index was partially based on the other two concepts. Therefore, if
differences in causal explanations for self (DCES) were low and differ-
ences in perceived causal explanations (DPCE) were high, then the mea-
sure of understanding was necessarily low. Also, if differences in
causal explanations for self (DCES) and differences in perceived causal
explanations (DPCE) were high or low, then the index of differences in
understanding causal explanations (DUCE) was necessarily high (Chaffe &
McLeod, 1968). However, a way out of the methodological problem was to
employ partial correlations. Wackman (1969) tested the use of partial
correlations and found that these measures can be operationally separ-
ated. However, since partial correlational techniques were not avail-
able with ranked order correlations, multivariate analysis of variance
was employed in order to account for the intercorrelations between the
dependent variables.
In the present study, rankings were used instead of the traditional
likert-type opinion questions with X-point response scales. The use of
rankings avoids the response set bias inherent in X-point scales which
often measure artificial differences. However, the rankings violate the
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heterogeneity of variance assumption of the Analysis of Variance and of
Covariance. To deal with this problem, the rank order correlation co-
efficients were calculated for each index (Myers, 1976) and with the
use of a multivariate analysis of variance computer program (Clyde,
1969) the coefficients were transformed. This was a standard polynomial
transformation automatically performed by the computer program.
CHAPTER III
PREDICTIONS AND EXPECTATIONS
The objective of this study was to analyze the punctuation process
in couples and its association to other dyadic processes, i.e., distress
in relatedness, importance of issues, and sex differences. Although
this study was primarily exploratory, certain general predictions were
made based on both the clinical and research literature. Predictions
were made concerning punctuational differences and the following inde-
pendent variables: 1) the nature of relatedness (distressed and non-
distressed couples); 2) importance of issues (high and low); and 3) sex
(male or female). The dependent measures were the indices of punctua-
tional differences. First-order punctuation was defined as: viewing
the other as the primary cause for the interactions (DCEO); or a view of
other in relation to self as more responsible for the interactions.
Higher scores in DCEO would be indicative of punctuational differences
to the extent that couples agreed in using individual causes to explain
each other's behavior. Second-order punctuation was defined as: dif-
ferences in the causal explanations for self (DCES); differences between
explanations for self and perceived explanations for other (DPCE); and
differences between perceived explanations for other and other's expla-
nations for self (DUCE). Lower scores in DCES, DPCE, and DUCE would be
indicative of second-order punctuational differences, since such scores
would mean disagreement across the causal categories.
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In addition, essay responses to open ended questions, the couple
interactions, as well as the interview material with the couples, served
as a basis for the qualitative analysis of the hypotheses.
Hit S^^reUtejtaess, In general, the nature of the relation-
ship will be associated with the punctuation of the interactions by the
interacting members of a couple.
1. It is expected that distressed couples will show greater first-
order punctuational differences, as evidenced by more mutual
dispositional causal views and as evidenced by more attribu-
tions of responsibility to the other, than the non-distressed
couples
.
2. Concerning second-order punctuation, it is expected that non-
distressed couples will obtain higher scores with the measure
of differences in causal explanations for self (dissynchrony
across all causal categories) than the distressed couples,
since the latter were expected to use more individual type
causes or employ a more dispositional view.
3. Lower scores with the measure of" differences in perceived cau-
sal explanations of other (DPCE) and higher scores with the
measure of differences in understanding (DUCE) are expected for
the distressed than for the non-distressed couples.
The importance of is_sues_. In general, the importance of an issue
will be associated with punctuation of the interactions by the interact-
ing members of a couple.
1. Raush et_ al_. (1974) found that issues that produced longer and
more involved interactions became more heated and intense. In
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this study, the importance of an issue is expected to elicit
greater first-order punctuational differences than the less
important issues measured by the extent to which members viewed
each other dispositional^ and as more responsible for the in-
teractions
.
2. Second-order punctuation differences are also expected with the
measure of differences in perceived causal explanations.
Greater differences in causal explanation for self are expect-
ed for the more important issues.
3. The distressed couples were expected to show greater actual
punctuation differences during an important issue than the non-
distressed couples. No specific predictions are made concern-
ing the importance of issue and the other indices of punctua-
tion.
Sex differences. In general, males and females will differ in
their explanations of their interactional behavior.
1. In this study, males and females are expected to differ in the
causal explanations for self for the interactions, since it has
been pointed out that men and women experience relationships
differently (Bernard, 1972). Two views of relatedness were
proposed by Bernard: the male and the female perspective. The
differing perspectives are conditioned by differences in the
objective reality that resides in cultural, legal, moral, and
conventional prescriptions and postscri ptions of relatedness.
Specifically, females are expected to explain interactions more
relational ly than males. Women have been described as "having
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a greater stake in the continuity and cohesi veness in the re-
lationship," while men have been described as being more in-
vested "in their own individuality and external pursuits"
(Raush et ah, 1974, p. 139; Zuk, 1975).
CHAPTER IV
RESULTS: PART I
This section presents the quantitative data. The material that
follows was organized in terms of the major questions of the study and
was analyzed using two statistical computer programs (Clyde, 1969; Nie,
Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner & Bent, 1975).
The initial analyses of the results assessed the reliability of the
criteria by which couples were defined to be distressed or non-distress-
ed. The relationship adjustment and the relationship changes measures
were employed as dependent variables in separate analyses of variance
with Groups (distress and non-distress) as the independent factors. A
summary of the analysis of variance with these measures appears in
Tables 1 and 2 respectively. Highly significant differences were found
for the relationship adjustment measure, F (1, 39) = 103.74, p_ < .001,
and for the changes measure, F (1, 39) = 13.74, p_ < .001, as a function
of Groups. As Table 3 indicates, these differences show that distressed
couples scored as less adjusted and as wanting more change in their re-
lationships than the non-distressed couples. With the relationship ad-
justment measure, all the distressed subjects scored as less adjusted
(below 100) and the non-distressed scored as more adjusted (above 100)
supporting the recent normative data collected by Birchler and Webb
(1977). However, with the changes measure, some of the individuals in
distressed couples indicated they wanted little or no changes and others
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Table 1
Summary of the Analysis of Variance
for the Relationship Adjustment Measure for Groups
(Distress and Non-Distress)
St & SS MS £ Sljg of F
Gr0UpS
<
G ) 1 22467.60 22467.60 103.74
.001
Error (S/G) 38 8230.00 216.58
Total 39 30697.60 22684.18
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Table 2
Summary of the Analysis of Variance
for the Change Measure for Groups
(Distress and Non-Distress)
Groups
Error
Total
SV
(G)
(S/G)
df SS
1 4818.03
38 13320.75
39 18138.78
MS Sjjj}f_F
4818.03 13.74
.001
350.55
5168.58
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Table 3
Means and Standard Deviations for the Relationship Adjustment
Change Measures as a Function of Groups
(Distress and Non-Distress)
Measures
Groups
Distress Non-distress
Relationship j in m
Adjustment 7°* 70 118 - 10
SD 16.67 12.46
Change X
SD
48.90
22.12
26.97
14.55
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indicated they wanted many changes resulting in , hfgher degree of^
ance, as apparent on Table 3; this suggests that distressed couples fall
in two extremes of a distribution. Nevertheless, on the whole, higher
relationship adjustment scores and number of changes wanted were nega-
tively correlated (r
-
-.6595, p_ < .001). Therefore, the couples who
were seeking psychological treatment and who were contacted through
clinics, scored as significantly more distressed than couples contacted
through various non-mental health community groups who were not seeking
treatment.
Gejieral_ Chaj2a^^rjjtics_ ojf Couples
Frequency tabulations of demographic items characterize the sub-
jects in the following ways. All but one of the 40 participants iden-
tified themselves as White Americans, the one being Canadian. Religious
affiliation was predominantly Protestant (40%, n_ = 16), followed by
Catholic (32.5%, n_ = 13), Jewish (25%, n_ = 10), and one person indicat-
ing an Atheistic background.
The majority of the participants identified themselves as being
from the Northeast of the United States (85%, n_ = 34), while 12.5% (n =
5) were identified with the Midwest, and 2.5% (n = 1) with the South.
The modal income level was between $5000 . 00-$9999
. 99 (30%, n = 12),
while 22.5% (n_ = 9) of the participants reported income of over
$20,000.00 and 15% (n_ = 6) reported earnings between $15,000.00-
$19,999.99. Lower earnings ranging between- $1000.00 and $4,999.99 were
reported by 15% (n = 6) of the participants and moderate earnings
($10,000.00-$14,999.99) were reported by 17.5% (n 7) of the partici-
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pants.
Most of the couples 3 in the study were married (90%, n_ = 36) and
10* fe. 4) indicated that they were "living together" with intentions
of formalizing their relationships in the future. Concerning the length
of the relationships, 20% (n_ - 8) of the individuals had been together
between 2 and 3 years, 25% (n - 10) had been together 4 to 5 years, 30%
(n = 12) had been together between 6 and 7 years, and 25% (n = 10) had
a relationship for longer than 8 years. Most of the couples had at
least one child (50%, n - 20), while 30% (n " 12) had no children.
Three of the couples had two children (15%, n = 6) and one couple had
three (5%, n = 2).
The_ Natu re of the Relationship and Punctuation
The extent to which distress in the relationship was associated
with the indices of punctuation was assessed. Analyses were conducted
which involved: 1) correlating measures of relatedness (i.e., rela-
tionship adjustment and changes measures) with the punctuational in-
dices; 2) assessing the effects of Group (distress and non-distress) and
Issue (high or low degree of importance) on the various punctuational
indices; and 3) specifically examining the direction of punctuational
differences and assessing first-order punctuational differences.
1) Correlational Analyses for the punctuation indices.
The relational adjustment and changes measures were correlated with
the indices of causal views (see Figure 2).- These correlations were ob-
Number of individual subjects are indicated by n_.
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tllned for two purposes: To assess the degree of association between
partners' explanations of their own and their partner's behavior and the
degree of distress in couple relationships; and to have an empirical ba-
sis for the multivariate analysis of variance.
The two inventories that measured degree of distress in couples
were found to be associated with a pattern of explanations of causes
chosen. Total change desired in the relationship was associated (r =
•3667, p_'< .05) with agreement between partners on what caused their be-
havior (DCES) for the more important issues, and the relational adjust-
ment measure was associated (r =
.3609, p_ < .05) with DCES for the less
important issue. These data indicated that the greater the degree of
distress in couple relationships, the more likely were these couples to
employ the same type of cause to explain their own behavior during role-
playing interactions.
Total changes desired (i.e., change desired of partner plus
changes in self believed to be desired by partner) in the relationship
were found to be negatively correlated (r =
-.3801, p_ < .05) with fe-
males' agreement between causal view of self and perceived causal view
of other (DPCE). This finding indicated that for women, the higher the
degree of desired change in the relationship, the lower the agreement
between females' own causal explanations for self and perceived causal
explanations for other. Thus, women who wanted more change in their re-
lationship were clear about the differences between self and partner.
A number of significant intercorrelations were found for the in-
dices which are described below for the purpose of justifying the multi-
variate analysis. Given a high degree of intercorrelations between a
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set of dependent measures, it is then appropriate to analyze these data
together to assess the effects on the independent factors.
With the more important issue, causal explanations for self (DCES)
were moderately associated (r =
.4055, p_ < .04) with causal explanations
for other (DCEO) and negatively associated (r =
-.3708, p_ < .05) with
agreement between females' causal view of self and causal view of other
(DPCE). With the less important issues, agreement between partner's
causal explanation for self (DCES) was: moderately associated (r =
.4414, p_< .02) with agreement between causal explanations for other
(DCEO); moderately associated ( r = .5399, p_< .04) with agreement be-
tween males' causal view of self and causal view of other (DPCE); and
highly associated (r =
.5399, p_< .01) with females' causal view of self
and perceived causal view of other (DPCE). The measure of partners'
agreement between causal explanation for other (DCEO) was found to be
moderately associated with males (r =
.3739, p_ < .05) and females (r =
.3732, p_ < .05) agreement between causal view of self and perceived
causal view of other (DPCE). In addition, the index of differences be-
tween causal explanation for self and perceived explanations for other
for males was positively associated (r = .5378, £ < .01) with the same
index for females, but negatively correlated (r =
-.5393, p_ < .01) with
the measure of agreement between males' causal view of other and other's
self view (DUCE), i.e., index of understanding other's causal explana-
tion. Lastly, the index of understanding for males was moderately asso-
ciated with the index of understanding causal explanations for females
(r = .3766, p < .05).
It was clear that the above indices showed a high degree of inter-
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correlation. Therefore, to more accurately assess the relationship be-
tween these indices and relational distress, a multivariate analysis of
variance was performed in order to statistically account for the inter-
relations across the indices.
A significant multivariate F-ratio shows the extent to which de-
pendent measures, when taken together, are differentiated by the inde-
pendent factors. In this manner, it would be possible to assess the ex-
tent to which there was a multivariate effect (i.e., interrelationship
among differences with the dependent measures) with the independent fac-
tors (i.e., Group and Issue).
2) The effects of relatedness and importance of issue on punctua-
tion.
The punctuational indices developed from the causal rankings were
analyzed using a multivariate analysis of variance computer program
(Clyde, 1969). The six correlational indices were analyzed jointly in
a mixed factorial design involving Groups (distressed and non-distressed
couples) and the between-subject factor and Issue (high or low import-
ance) as the within-subject factor. In this manner it was possible to
examine the effects of the independent factors on the dependent measures
simultaneously (multivariate) and separately (univariate). The analysis
yielded multivariate and univariate F ratios for each of the factors and
the interaction.
The analysis investigated the extent to which the punctuation in-
dices as a whole were differentiated by Groups (i.e., distress and non-
distress). The multivariate main effect for Groups using Wi Iks -Lambda
criterion was not significant (F_ = 1.159; df (hypothesis) = 6.0, df
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(error) 13.0, p. < .384). Further, as Table 4 shows, none of the de-
pendent variables were differentiated on the basis of Group alone, in-
dicating that the variability across dependent measures was not discrira-
inated by degree of distress.
However, the multivariate main effect for Issues was found to be
highly significant (F - 8.394, df (hypothesis) = 6.0, df (error) = 13.0,
p_< .001) indicating that overall, the variability across indices dif-
fered as a function of the importance of issues. The specific sources
of variance were determined by univariate analysis which appear in Table
5. A number of significant effects were apparent. The means and stan-
dard deviations (see Table 6) showed that, whether an issue of more or
less importance affected participant's agreements on: causal explana-
tions for other (DCE0), view of self and perceived view of other for
males and females (DPCE), and perceived view of other with other's view
of self (DUCE). Specifically, the differences in causal explanations
for other were significantly greater for the high (M = .165) rather than
the low (M -.02) importance issues, suggesting that overall, more cou-
ples employed the same types of causes to explain their partner's behav-
ior with the more important than the less important issues independent
of their distress. The indices of perceived causal explanations for
males and for females were found to differ with respect to the import-
ance of issue. For females the more important issues (M = .57) were as-
sociated with significantly greater scores of agreement than for the low
importance issues (M = .335), suggesting that females view the cause of
their own behavior and the cause of their partner's to be more alike
with the more important than with the less important issues. In con-
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trast, males perceived their self causal views in more synchrony to the
Perspective of their partner, for the less important (M .
. 29 ) rather
than for the more important (M -
.189) issue. The index of understand-
ing for females was also significant with higher scores obtained for the
less important (M
.34) than for the more important (M =
.1 25 ) issues
These data suggest the possibility of sex differences concerning the im-
portance of issues. Specific comparison between males and females was
presented under the sex differences section, however.
The multivariate Group x Issue interaction was not significant (F
= 1.686, df (hypothesis) = 6.0, df (error) = 13.0, p_ < .202). This
finding indicated that the variability of the dependent measures, when
taken together, were not differentiated by the factors of Group and Is-
sue. Table 7 presents the univariate F tests for the Group x Issue in-
teraction with the six indices. The index of differences in causal ex-
planations for other (DCEO), which was a measure of first-order punctu-
ation, produced the only significant interaction (F = 8.24, df = 18,
P_< .01). Analysis of the interaction (Cicchetti, 1972) indicated that
differences between partners' causal explanation for other were depend-
ent on the combined impact of degree of distress and importance of is-
sue. This suggests that how partners explain the cause for each other's
behavior is a function of distress level and importance of issue. As
Figure 3 illustrates, this interaction was in the predicted direction
and indicated that non-distressed couples differed more on their causal
views of each other than the distressed couples who tended to agree on a
particular causal view for their interactions for the issues of more im-
portance. With the less important issues, the distressed couples dif-
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Scores for the index of differences in causal explanations for other
(DCEO) as a function of distress in relatedness and importance of issue
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fored on causal views for other while the non-distressed agreed sinni-
ficantly more. Thus, it was apparent that with the DCES index, there
was greater agreement in the causal view for other with the distressed
couples and less agreement with the non-distressed couples on the more
important issues. As expected, these data suggest that the distressed
couples employed the same causes (which indicated disagreement within a
causal type) to explain each other's behavior, whereas the non-distress
couples varied more across different causal explanations for their part-
ner's behavior. This effect was reversed for the less important issue,
indicating that the non-distress couples tend to employ the same causes
as their partners for less important issues, while the distress couples
employ different causal explanations.
In summary, the data indicated that the relative importance of is-
'
sue had a significant effect on a number of punctuat ional indices inde-
pendent of relational distress. As a whole, couples tended to disagree
more on more important issues. Some evidence of sex differences was ap-
parent in that females view their perspective as more similar to males
on more important issues, whereas the males view their perspective as
more similar to the females on less important issues. Also, it was
found that females were more understanding on the less important issue
than on the more important issue. In addition, the data revealed a
Group x Issue interaction in the expected direction with the index of
causal explanations for self, which measured first-order punctuation.
None of the expected effects with the indices of second-order punctua-
tional differences were found as a function of Group and Issue.
3) First-order punctuation.
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First-order punctuation differences were measured by the degree of
agreement within couples in explaining the causes for their partner's
interactional behavior (DCEO). A significant interaction with Group
(distress and non-distress) x Issue (i.e., high and low importance) was
found with this index and was presented above. Although it was clear
that distressed couples had hioher scores indicating more synchrony on
causal views than the non-distressed couples with the more important is-
sues and that the less important issue reversed this effect, it was ne-
cessary to conduct additional analyses to determine the specific types
of causes that couples perceived as most influential for their interac-
tions
.
Contingency tables were set up for participants' first rank on the
type of cause each felt was affecting the way partner interacted (DCEO).
The frequencies of first rank for causal explanations for other (DCEO)
for more and less important issues were collapsed into one table and
analysed using the Kappa
4
statistic. In this manner it was possible to
examine the extent to which individuals in distressed and non-distressed
relationships agreed on the primary cause of each other's behavior dur-
The Kappa statistic was developed by Fleiss, Cohen, and Everitt
(1969) to allow for differential weights of various types of disagree-
ments between a pair of two observers. The structure of the statistic
is simple and is expressed as a function of the number of agreements
(diagonal) and disagreements (marginal) in a table. Kappa takes the
general form of l-d0/d e , were d 0 indicates the observed proportion of
disagreements and dG expresses the expected
•
proportion of disagreements.
KapjDj^ may be interpreted as an index of distance between two observers.
Distance is measured by counting up agreeing pairs versus disagreeing
pairs and is a function of the disagreeing pairs. The statistical sig-
nificance of an observed Kappa is tested using Z scores (Liqht, 1969, p.
332).
-
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ing the interactions. Separate tables were generated for the distressed
and non-distressed individuals in couple relationships.
The first ranks on causal views for agreement between males and
females in distressed couple relationships on causal explanations for
other for both issues combined appear in Table 3. A significant degree
of agreement was found (K - .3671, 1 - 3.18, £ < .05) when the observed
diagonal frequencies were tested against the expected diagonal frequen-
cies. As the table reveals, individuals in distressed relationships
tend to agree with their partners in their choice of Individual and Is-
sue types of explanations of their interactions for both issues.
A similar analysis was performed on the data for the non-distressed
relationships with the first rankings for causal explanations of other
(DCEO) over both issues to determine the degree of agreement on the
types of causes. The data appear on Table 9 and show that there was no
significant degree of agreement (K -.052, Z = -.414) when the observed
diagonal frequencies were tested against the expected diagonal frequen-
cies. As the table shows, individuals in non-distress relationships
tend not to agree with their partner on any one particular type of cause
but rather to employ different types of causes to explain their interac-
tions. However, females tended to use Issue causes while males varied
more across the causal types.
In summary, the correlated scores for differences in causal explan-
ations for other (DCEO) were found to differentiate between degree of
distress and importance of issues. Individuals comprising distressed
couples used the same causes while non-distressed couples varied in the
use of the causal types for the more important issues. With the less im-
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Table 8
First Ranks on Causal Views for Individuals in Distressed
Couple Relationships on Differences in Causal Explanations
for Other (DCEO) for Both More and Less Important Issues
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Table 9
First Ranks on Causal Views for Individuals in Non-distressed
Couple Relationships on Differences in Causal Explanations
for Other (DCEO) for Both More and Less Important Issues
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portant issues, this effect was reversed. In order to determine the
use of specific causes on the index of causal explanations for other
(DCEO) contingency tables were arranged for the types of causes ranked
first for all categories. The data were analyzed for agreement and it
was found that individuals in distressed relationships tended to signi-
ficantly agree on Individual (dispositional view) and Issue types of
causes. Individuals in non-distressed relationships tended not to em-
ploy the same type of causes to explain their disagreement. First-order
punctuation differences were supported in that distressed couples agreed
on a dispositional view whereas non-distressed couples did not agree on
a dispositional view to explain their interactions.
Another measure of first-order punctuational differences consisted
of more ascriptions of causal responsibility to partner (other) than to
self. Participants indicated the extent to which: 1) self was fully
responsible and other was not; 2) both self and other were partially re-
sponsible; and 3) self was not responsible and other was fully responsi-
ble.
Chi Square analyses were conducted to compare the frequency to
which individuals in distressed and in non-distressed relationships as-
cribed full, partial, or no responsibility to Self in relation to Other
for their behavior on more {Y^ = 11.05, £ < .004) and less (X* = 7.73,
p. < .02) important issues. The analysis indicated a high degree of as-
sociation between relational distress and causal responsibility. As
Figure 4 illustrates, these results were in the expected direction. In-
dividuals in distressed couples more frequently indicated that they were
not responsible for the interactions and that their partners were re-
13 -i
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sponsible than individuals in non-distress couple relationships. The
latter less frequently ascribed no responsibility to themselves, view-
ing themselves either as fully or partially responsible. In general,
individuals in non-distressed couples more frequently attributed full
or partial responsibility to themselves than did the individuals in dis-
tressed couples.
The association between the attribution of responsibil ity for
_Se]_f
in j^latlon to Other and Groups (i.e., distress and non-distress) was
found for both more and less important issues. However, Cramer's sta-
tistic (i.e., a measure of the strength of a statistical relationship)
indicated that there was a somewhat higher association for the more im-
portant (C = .53) than for the less important (C = .44) issue.
In summary, it was apparent that individuals in distressed couples
were more likely to view themselves as less responsible and to view
their partner as more responsible for the interactions. Persons in non-
distressed couples were more likely to share the responsibility or to
view themselves and their partner as both fully or not at all responsi-
ble for their interactions. Therefore, these data, taken in conjunction
with a greater tendency for distressed couples to employ dispositional
causes, support the notion that first-order punctuational differences
are associated with more distressed couple relationships. Some differ-
ences were also found with respect to the importance of the issues.
There appears to be a trend in the direction expected, where more im-
portant issues are more strongly associated with punctuation differ-
ences. However, the data do not appear to be sufficiently strong to
draw specific conclusions.
70
Sex Differences and Punc_t^jon
The extent to which sex was associated with the punctuation indices
was assessed by a number of analyses of variance. Analyses concerning
the data for sex appear on Tables 4 through 6. Additional analyses com-
pared specific scores on the punctuation indices as the dependent vari-
able with Group and Sex as the independent factors using a 2 x 2 com-
plete factorial design for the analysis of variance.
The data presented on Tables 4, 5, and 6 indicated that there were
no differences between males and females on explanations for self (DCES)
as a function of Group (F = 1.647, df = 1,18), Importance of Issue (F =
•
911
,
df = 1.18), or Group x Issue interaction (F = 2.904, df = 1 ,18).
These data did not confirm the expectation concerning sex differences.
However, there were significant differences for the males (F = 11,612,
df = 1,18, £ < .003) and for the females (F = 54,009, df = 1 ,18, £ <
.001) on differences in causal explanations for self and perceived other
(DPCE) as a function of Issue important. The data suggested (see page
53 for earlier presentation) that females perceived causal influences
for themselves and their partners as more similar during the more im-
portant than during the less important issues. The data for the males
showed the reverse trend, where males perceived causal influence for
themselves and their partners as more similar during the less important
issues. The index of differences in understanding other's causal explan-
ation (DUCE) was found significant for females as a function of Issue
importance (F = 5.59, df = 1,18, p < .03) indicating that females' per-
spective of their partners' perspective was closer or in more synchrony
to their partners' view of self during the less important than during
ear
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the more important issues.
In order to further examine the effects of Sex and Groups on the
punctuation indices, analyses of variance were performed on the differ-
ences in causal explanation for self and perceived other (DPCE) and the
differences in understanding causal explanation (DUCE) indices for the
more and the less important issues separately. The summary for the
analysis of variance appears on Tables 10 through 13. Overall, no cl
significant effect was found. The results of the analysis of variance
on scores for the DPCE index for the less important issue (Table 11)
yielded a Sex main effect (F = 3.1123, df = 1,36, p_ < .08) that approach-
ed significance. The means for these data indicated a slightly higher
score for males (M = .1875) than for females (M =
.175); this adds some
support to prior analyses which indicated a tendency for males to per-
ceive causal influences between self and other as more similar than fe-
males on less important issues.
In order to examine the specific types of causes employed by males
and females in the sample as most influential, contingency tables were
set up for the four types of causes combining distress level and import-
ance of issues. Two contingency tables were set up for the first causal
explanations ranked by males and by females on the types of causes for
the differences in causal explanations for self (DCES) and other (DCEO).
These data are presented on Tables 14 and 15, respectively. No signi-
ficant degree of agreement was found between males and females across
issues and degree of distress on DCES (K = .0579, Z = .5687) and DCEO
(K - .125, Z = 1.268).
On the whole, Table 14 shows that males and females ranked as most
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Table 10
Sugary for the Ana,ysis of Variance on Scores for Differences
in Causal Explanations for Self and Perceived Other (DPCE)
for the More Important Issue with Groups and Sex
SV SS df MS F
Groups
(G)
.4625 1 .4625 2.155
Sex
(X)
.2725 1 .2725 1 .269
Groups X Sex (GX)
.012 1 .012
.098
Error (S/GX) 7.727 36 .2146
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Table 11
Summary for the Analysis of Variance on Scores for Differences
in Causal Explanations for Self and Perceived Other (DPCE)
for the Less Important Issue with Groups and Sex
SV SS df MS F
Groups (G)
.0063 1 .0063
.0259
Sex (X)
.7562 1 .7562 3.1123*
Groups X Sex (GX)
.0722 1 .0722
.2971
Error (S/GX) 8.749 36 .2430
'approaches significance with jp_ < .08.
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Table 12
Summary for the Analysis of Variance on Scores for Differences
in Understanding Other's Causal Explanations (DUCE)
for the More Important Issue with Groups and Sex
SV SS df MS F
Groups (G)
.049 1 .049
.163
Sex (X)
.361 1 .361 1 .203
Groups X Sex (GX)
.484 1 .484 1.6
Error (S/GX) 10.802 36 .300
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Table 13
Summary for the Analysis of Variance on Scores for Differences
in Understanding Other's Causal Explanations (DUCE)
for the Less Important Issue with Groups and Sex
SV SS df MS F
Groups (G)
.3505 1 .3505 1 .057
Sex (X)
.1045 1 .1045
.3154
Groups X Sex (GX)
.544 1 .544 1.642
Error (S/GX) 11 .929 36 .3313
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Table 14
for Mf Emanation (OCES) across Distress and I mportance of Issue
Males
Situation Issue Individual Interactional
Situation
l
Issue 2 7
Total
0 1
Individual l 3
Interactional 1 5 5
Total 5 15
4 5
2 2
1 3
18
8 •
0 11
12 8
N
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Table 15
Hit.**. of Males and FeMl es on the Four Type, of Cases
ror other Exp , andtion (DCE0) across D1stress [mportsnM ^
Males
Situation Issue Individual Interactional Total
Situation l ]
CO
CD
a Individual l
Issue 4 5
2 9
Interactional 2
Total 8 8
2 2
5 2
6
16
4 16
0 0 o
16 8
2
78
I fWia,.
^
ximt^ the samenumber of ^
a' fluencies) when expUlnlng the,, own perspective («,,. llowever
as Table
,5 shows, with explanations for Other perspective (OCEO) fe
'
-1- tended to view malM as
-"^nced TOre by 1sSUe „r disposUtona,
causes than by interactiona, ones. Whereas tended to employ the
sa„,e frequency of interactional causes with hoth Self-explanations and
"ens, females did not view causality as m0 re relational^ based when
the same frequency of interactional causes with self- and other-explana-
tions, while the females changed in the frequency of interactiona,
causes. The tendency for females was to employ more Individual and
Situational types of causes to explain the male perspective.
The association between Sex and first-order punctuation as mea-
sured by ascriptions of responsibility was assessed. Chi Square analy-
ses were conducted for the high (xf . . 234> £ < .839) and the low (x| =
6.755, £ < .05) Issue importance with Sex and the individuals' ascrip-
tion of full, partial, or no responsibility for Self In relation to
Other for the interactions. Sex differences were found for the less im-
portant issues and, as Figure 5 illustrates, an equal percentage of
males and females ascribed partial responsibility to themselves for the
interactions. However, 15% of the females ascribed no responsibility to
self and full responsibility to the males for the interactions. The
data for the less important issue indicated that a large percentage of
males and females view the male as the more responsible for the interac-
tions. Analysis for the more important issue revealed no significant
Mm
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effects with an event distribution for both sexes on the ,n ascriptions of
7 9 ,ess1~ i iss- iTOt , sues fewer ,„ales ac .cepted full responsibility.
0*.!,. sex was not found to interact with Stress tn relatedness
on the indices of punctuation Nevertheloecess, some interesting sex dif-fences wee apparent. The results indicated that women viewed the
causes for their behavior as mre sfm11ar to the^ §
partner, with the more
,mp0rta„t than with the less important issues
The men demonstrated the reverse pattern. I„ other words
, whju, J,
-1-M.d differences between self and other on issues of important dis-
agreement, the men maximized these differences.
The index of differences in causal explanations (0CE0) was clearly
significant suggesting that males and females hold different causal views
of each other when evaluating the other's behavior on issues where dif-
ferences exist. When the first ranks for use of the types of causes
were examined, a pattern emerged suggesting that, on the whole, ™,es
employed interactional causes to explain the female point of view, while
females employed dispositional and situational causes to explain the
«le point of view. In addition, first-order punctuation as measured by
the attribution of responsibility was found to be associated with sex
for the less important issues. These data suggested, when explaining
differences on less important areas, both males and females agreed that
the males were more accountable for the interactions.
CHAPTER V
RESULTS: PART II
This section presents an ana.ysis of participants' written re-
sponses about their interactions and an ana lys is of transcribed couple
interactions
.
The written responses were entered on index cards separately for
the explanations of self, other, and outcome of issue. These cards
were coded for distress and non-distress, sex, and importance of issue
and separate sortings were ra de on the basis of the codes. For exampie
the data on a sort for distress were examined to explore general trends
of how individual in these relationships viewed each other, themse,ves,
felt about the issues, dealt with the issues, and perceived the out-
comes for their interactions. The same procedure was conducted for
other sortings, such as that for individuals in non-distressed relation-
ships, for issue without regard for distress, and for sex without regard
for distress. The sex and issue sortings preceeded the sorting for dis-
tress
.
General patterns that emerged from the analysis of different sort-
ings are reported below. The specific nature of various issues is ex-
plored and the nature of relatedness, in terms of level of distress, and
its association to punctuational differences, is examined qualitatively.
The Nature of Couple Issues
The two issues which couples ranked as most and least important
81
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wereeM using the^^ ^ ^^ ^
ferences emerged betwee„ the punctuation indices with resDect to^
ance of issues. Seven general categories of issues on which couples
differed Were derived from the 40 issues listed. After a reliability
check, the seven categories were reduced to six. These categories were
acted. The following were the areas that emerged: Household resp^si-
MUies; aff^/cojH^ion; work and education, Hitexpe^ reU-
tions; recreation; and other Injsban^wife differences
.
Host commonly found were issues coded as cor^uMc^/af^ection
endjntexp^sonal relations. Communication and affection combined is-
sues that defined some aspect of the couple relationship as a problem.
Thus, differences in not talking about problems, disagreements about
"holding back" on feelings, ways of talking and listening, wanting more
sex and being able to refuse sex, comprised this category. The category
of Jntej^ersonal relations comprised issues that involved differences
about in-laws, extended family members, children and friends.
When the degree of importance was examinee for issues involving in-
/ip 1
y
'
.
seven categories were developed by listing all of theiss ues and combining issues that overlapped. Then specif c issue,were coded by determining under which of the seven caegorils each issuewas subsumed The focus of the issue defined the category ?or whichthey were coded. Subsequently, a clinical psychology intern (of the
ons of ?he^ m"
13 Ps*ch1
?
trt
S
Institute)', who wafblindVtl ues-ti tne study, was employed for a reliability check The intern
t" Tolls tUP?IV^tf the Ser n cate 9° ries and -s instrictedto ort
on« I I .°
the
^
even categories. For the 40 issues there was90» agreement between the independent rater and the investigator Alsobased on discussion of differences, the seven categories were reduced1o
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cou-
dear that issues invoking communication and affection between the
Pie were viewed as more important than^
relations with other persons. Distressed couples viewed three issues of
—1^ and affection as more important and two of these as lessWant, in contrast with the non-distressed, the five issues coded
as aaSlaSSSO/S!!!!!^^ a„ ranked ^ most ^
it was apparent that with the couples in the study, mos t often causal
differences in perspectives on issues on which they differed involved
some aspect of communication and affection and some aspect of interper-
sonal relations.
°ther"C0Up1e Winces and household responsiblHt^ categories
constituted the next cluster of issues over which couples commonly dif-
fered. For instance, the p^cou^le cHffej^nces category was com-
prised of issues that involved the complaint of one spouse about the
other making too much noise at night, or about the wife's inability to
obtain adequate directions on trips to unknown neighborhoods, etc. With
another couple, the issue was the appearance of one partner; with an-
other, the differences were over political views. The househo ld re-
sponsibilitie s category involved differences over finances and division
of labor. Couples tended to differ on the sharing of housework, one
partner's neglect of his/her responsibility or one partner wishing to
spend more money or share in the budgeting.
Recreation and work/education categories were less common as issues
for couples. These issues, however, seemed to be more an area of con-
cern for the distressed than for the non-distressed couples. With some
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centered on p1Wng an activity of one ™ter
the reUtlonsMp. So the guestion became what was more impor,
ant: further eduction, work, or the relationship?
'n genera,, issues of co^unication and affection were different
t'ona,. The issue itself concerned a direct aspect of the couple rela-
tionship independent of other issues, for instance, with one couple the
specific issue was the husband wanting contact with his wife, with a
second couple the issue was the husband's difficulty i„ expressing feel-
m*. and with a third the issue was that certain conversations usually
became argu.ents. These kinds of issues represented intricate asoects
of the couple relationship which were discussed directly. In other
words, most of these issues involved the couple's communication or some
aspect of the couple relationship, which became the subject for the in-
teractions used in the study.
Other issues represented triangulations of one partner either with
a third person or with an activity of a partner; this represented a less
direct aspect of the couple relationship. When couples differed in per-
spective on a relative, in-laws, or friends, the issue was focused on a
third party and was less directly related to an ongoing process between
the members of a couple.
The Venn diagram in Figure 6 illustrates the distinctions made on
the nature of issues. For instance, the HW space represents couple is-
sues where the focus or subject of the issue was some aspect of the re-
lationship. The HW-other space represents examples of couples' issues
that also involved relatives, children, or activities such as travel-
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FIGURE 6
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ling, household duties and finance.
— th.
, s,ues that c ;uples g8nersted and ra
- « ^ss important were exsm1ned ^
was developed and used to
Plication/affection and int--r—-/-SKSlan, ^tej^ersona, relation* were categories
cluster of issues was identic , Mlbll^ and other-
ff* J"*"*
" te90rieS
-
- the categories of recre^n
-^^werelowinfreguenc,
In addltlon>
,
«
-Concerning the nature of issues. <t was- noted that Issues con-cern^
co^lcatlon/affectlon involved sone aspect of the couple rela
unship, other categories of issues represented trlanguUtlons «1th
'ess of a direct connection to the coupie reiationship.
Punctuaitlpn and Relational
.Distress
The transcripts of interactions and the written reports of couple's
View of their interactions were examined by the coding method described
above to further understand the punctuation process and its association
to distress and non-distress in coupie reiatedness. Qualitative differ-
ences were found for couple's view and use of causality in terms of se„
and other explanations on issues on which couples differed. First-order
punctuationa, differences were evident with many of the distressed and
With some of the non-distressed couples. Second-order punctuationa,
differences were less clear, though found with some of the non-distress-
ed couples.
In examining the views that couples have of their interactions,
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our
7 5 e,rer9ed thatseemed thed1s.tressed from the less distrp««H ,b a ' tressed couples. These
,ii.es areas were used to nr
. .)„.,„ .„ «„,« sw„M lumtiM
Conflation and disconfirmatTon.
1) Causal aspect of punctuation
Couples, written de5cr1ptions Qf^ ^^ ^
;
the,> interaCt10
- ™- - «•» interaction, patterns
-Terences in the use of causes. The interactional style for the
stressed couples formed a pattern where one spouse covins and the
other defends, one appeals and the other withdraws, or when one com-
Pla,ns/attacks and the other withdraws/defends. Many of the non-dis-
tressed couples a,so evidenced this common pattern of appeal and with-
drawal. These transactional patterns are to be expected, since the
role-playing instructions were designed to elicit such patterns. Never-
theless, non-distressed couples were somewhat more flexible in their
roles. Unlike the couples in distressed relationships where appeal and
w,thdrawal roles were not exchanged across the different issues, these
couples would shift in their overall position over different issues.
Further, there was a greater tendency for members of couples in non-
distressed relationships to take on an "acknowledging" position in re-
sponse to complaints or appeals rather than a defensive position.
The distressed couples were more focused on an individual type of
causality, where they viewed themselves as reacting to, rather than eli-
citing certain behaviors from their partners. The same passive compon-
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^ coUp, 6s when sltuat1ona
, Museswere
P
'
-'-esse, re,at1onsn1ps tended to v1ew them.
selves as helpless and reacting to a particular sltuaMH r ucu i uation over which
they had little or no control. Frequently fh • „•
'
thes
^ individuals would
blame
"""»»»*' th.tr d1fflcult1es and with some, though^
was a recognition of the blaming pattern
,
they felt caught ,„ the^
of their interactions.
In comparison, non-distressed couples were more fluid both In their
uses of causa, types and with their interactional styles. Some couples
dealt with each other in a clear-cut way completely focused on the prob-
lem (issue type of cause, to reach a solution. Indjviduals
,„ non .djs .
tressed relationships viewed themselves as responsive, able to take de-
cl.lv. action with either a specific issue, each other, or their rela-
tionship. There was a tendency to recognize patterns and a desire to do
something about uncomfortable interactions.
First- and second-order punctuational differences were found with
the distress and non-distress couples. First-order punctuational dif-
ferences were clear and in greater frequency than second-order punctua-
tional differences. When both individuals in the couple relationship
felt that the other was responsible for their interactions, the sequence
of messages often could be reduced to statements of the following form:
"' am because y°" " or "I you because you are
.-
For example, a woman from a distressed relationship was talking
with her spouse about her lack of openness with him. She had expressed
feeling that if she did not do what he wanted, he would hurt her. She
felt that he wanted her to love him but that would be like "jumping over
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^ ^ —— «« feared Action by him
I" the interactions, the husband was appealing to his wife in an at
tempt to assuage her feelings. The dialogue was:
H: Haven-
t
I shown you how nice I am? That I don't want to
hurt you.
W: As long as things go your way, then it's OK. If they are
not going your way, you hurt me
. That 's why I
>
a di shon-
est, because I'm scared of you.
H: I'll do anything to make you happy.
«: It you don't get your way, you'll hurt me like last night.
The day you become a forgiving person, I'll know , t>
Various interpretations may be derived from the above interactions
Nevertheless, the wife seemed to be saying »I' m dishonest because you
hurt me." Although the husband was appealing, the couple had revealed
earlier that the husband had been rejecting, withdrawing, and, at times,
abusive. The other side of the communication became:" I hurt you be-
cause you are dishonest"; this establishes the punctuationa, sequence
(see Figure 1) where both perceive the other as the stimulus for their
reactions
.
Another couple in a distressed relationship discussed the possi-
bility of having children which had been a longstanding desire of the
husband's and it was something for which the wife did not feel ready.
During the discussion, she indicated feeling "nasty and as if I were
blaming (him) for the problem, which I have done all along.
. .but he
created one crisis after another while we were separated." The husband
indicated feeling hurt, irrational, and emotional. He said that during
ng
re-
commu-
90
the discussions he felt: "as if , Mt discuss the event^
going into periphery issues.
. .
.. The nusband fe]t ^.^ ^ ft
therhood, and for that he M«d his wife. She bla,„ed hi,, for creati
crisis situations and for putting undue burdens on her, i.e., the
sponsibility for bearing, raising, and supporting a child, The
nications took the fo™ of », m ungiving because you^^ ^
I create crises because you are ungiving."
During the general discussion about the interactional tasks, one
distressed couple specifically talked of their discrepant punctuations.
The husband was in his late thirties and the wife in her early thirties
The dialogue was as follows:
W: And then we start deteriorating and getting into these
hurtful things.
H: It's the same thing. We are saying the same thing to each
other.
G: Both of you are saying that.
W: I think the two major areas we do get in, is I think, he
should be supporting me. Not because the man has always
been the supporter, but.
. .because I want to be home with
the kids.
.
.(and) He feels that it's because of me and
the kids why he can't accomplish what he wants in life.
Right?
H: Yeah. I guess there is a certain amount of resentment. I
don't know, we've got a crutch.
. . .
W: Yeah.
. . .
After a while anything that you have person-
ally without realizing it, it gets shifted over.
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G: Each is holding the other back.
»= I 9-ss that's right.
am not a provider in that she expects too much of „.
do much in art, I blame her. And if Vm
not a good provider, she blames me for not being con-
cerned.
W: It sounds crazy.
H: (interrupts) Sooner or later it catches up and we do know
• •
.that we are doing this to each other.
Again, in the above example, the communications can be reduced to
a set of causal statements, which as the dialogue illustrated, may be
-diated by additional causal statements. Thus, the husband communi-
cates: "I am a failure because (you've hurt me, you've let me down be-
cause) you are not concerned." The wife communicates:
"I am not con-
cerned because (you've hurt me, you've let me down because) you are a
failure." In addition, the interactions showed that although the cou-
ple recognized the punctuationa, process from time to time, their ac-
knowledgement did not. help them change the pattern.
Examples of first-order punctuation were less frequent with non-
distress couples. Nevertheless, one couple illustrates the qualitative
difference between the distress and non-distress couples who punctuated
their interactions. The couple discussed the husband's reluctance to
argue with his wife, representing an instance of first-order punctua-
tional differences with the content of the interactions being their com-
munication. Consider the following:
W: I can't believe there is nothing I've done that hasn't
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W
H
W
H
pissed you off.
Oh,
. .
.you are just getting hyper.
You mean my recent or general hyper?
^t, ah.
.
.in general, I don't know.
.
.1 get sort Qf
Pissed off when you get more psyched up about something
than the situation warrants.
What do you mean by psyched up?
Ah.
.
.you know. (Pause) Pacing around.
(Laughs)
• •
-any kind of display of what I would consider the in-
appropriate response.
W: Well, to some extent, I think your response is inappropri-
ate and I think you think my response is inappropriate.
But it takes an awful lot to get you pacing around.
H: Yeah, I know. Usually some outright provoking by you.
The interactions continued in the above manner until the couple was
able to specify a number of examples where she "gets hyper" to mobilize
her husband and "provoke" his pacing around. The husband was more com-
fortable "sludging along" or remaining distant behind his newspaper.
She would attempt to engage him and he would resist. This was an in-
stance of the "I withdraw because you nag" and "I nag because you with-
draw" example. At one point, the husband indicated:
Well, I think you are worried about bugging me because
you are afraid that I will just withdraw further, or some-
thing like that. Whereas, I think I can respond to some-
thing like that (wife's request to stop reading the paper).
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I'd say that I would stop reading the paper,
in the above examples with the distressed couples, causality was
linear and synchronized within an individual type of cause. The focus
was on each other and each tended to view their reactions as provoca-
tions from their spouse. The example with the non-distressed couple
illustrates a similar process to that found with the distressed couples,
in that their causa, perspective shifted from linear (ijidividuai type)
to non-linear ( Interactional type) which appeared to facilitate a reso-
lution of the issue. At least one member of the couple commented on
the transaction; this was a phenomenon that differentiated most dis-
tressed from the non-distressed couples when first-order punctuational
differences were examined.
Second-order punctuational differences were found with couples who
differed in their use of causal types. Some couples employed linear
causality and seemed dissynchronized across the types of causes speci-
fied. One member would be more focused on Issue type and another on
individual type of causes.
For instance, a distressed couple in their late 30's discussed the
problem of one spouse being noisy after the other had gone to bed. Al-
though the issue was related to the wife, the husband seemed more fo-
cused on the issue itself. He wrote: "It was an unnecessary irritant
when someone was trying to sleep.
.
. .1 understand why the bath was
being taken late, but there is always something being done late.
. .
."
On the other hand, the wife felt that the issue was not that important.
She felt that her husband did not understand and felt badly that she
seemed to do things that irritate him. However, she noted that, "I
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can't change everything to please him.
. .
." The content of her com
« w« on "irritants," »Ute baths," "„0 is e ," etc
.
.ore concerned with Ms reactions and her changes In re,at1on to hi™
"
o^er words, she Was more focused on an type „^ ^he seemed more focused on an issue type of cause.
Some of the non-distressed coup,es interacted i „ a guid grg gup
in the sample that follows, the wife viewed the situation f rom individ.
Hi type of causality, whereas the husband viewed the same situation
from an issue type of causality; this was an instance of agreement on a
linear causal view and of second-order punctuational differences.
A non-distressed couple that discussed some disclosures by the wife
about information she had agreed to keep private was a case of second-
order punctuational differences. The husband was focused on the issue
and the wife on individual causality. She indicated feeling badly that
she "could not keep things to herself" and that she frequently said
things she felt badly about later; this represented an acknowledgement
of the husband's complaint, as well as a view of herself as responsible
(IMyidual type of cause). The husband pointed out that "this is some-
thing that we've discussed and resolved in principle but it needs irre-
gular maintenance." His concern represents a separation of the issue
from the wife in almost mechanical terms. It is probable that by sep-
arating the issue from the person, at times by object! vi zing the situa-
tion, it was removed from the realm of feelings and therefore appears
resolvable.
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ended to Interpret the wife's quietness as withdrawal. A segment of
their dialogue was the following:
W= That's not what I'm saying. No
. No . I 'm saying that when
I'- quiet you don't always say, "Are you quiet because you
want to be quiet or because you are withdrawing from me?"
You don't always ask me that. And you sometimes act need-
ful
.
H: (Interrupts) As if you were.
W: As if I were withdrawing from you, when, in fact, I'm just
being quiet.
H: Right. Yeah. That's right. Sometimes I act as if you
were withdrawing. Although, if you ask me, I'll say, "I
don't think you are withdrawing from me." You see what I
mean?
W: (Sighs)
H: In other words, I do act as if you were withdrawing from
me. . . .
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^-tness and his openness. He points out their co^entary styles
where they act as teachers to one another.
2) Sameness and difference as derivativpcu es of power issues.
Couples in the study tended to value imolirin. ei plicitly sameness or differ-
ences on the issues discussed. The broader issue, however, appears to
mvolve control or power aspects of relatedness. Ma ny pawners wou,d
-st on a particular perspective in an attempt to convince each other
of the correct point of view. Distressed couples appeared to value
sadness in perspective, showing a low tolerance level for differences
Though some of the non-distressed couples also appeared to illicitly
value sameness, takinq a clear »T" ^c-h--K g I position was an acceptable alterna-
tive for many.
For instance, a distressed couple who interacted over an issue con-
cerning the discipline of their teenage son illustrated how both members
felt uncomfortable with differences. The husband felt that the son
should do the job correctly and clean up after himself. He felt "irri-
tated and aggravated" because they "were rehashing a bad past event" and
that it was frustrating to know that their "feelings would still be dif-
ferent." The wife felt that her husband was overly critical and harsh
toward their son. She hoped "to make" him understand how upset she gets
when he is critical
.
Another distressed couple interacted over the issue of visiting the
wife's relatives. The husband indicated feeling "set in his ways" and
"guilty for not going," yet resolved, knowing that he was doing the
right thing. The wife felt she "knew the answer" before asking the
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The deeper power issues u„derlyl„g some of ^ ^
also mustrated by a young couple who ^^ ^ ^
band's wish to continue In the pursuit of his education.
»t realizing the i.portant 1^ 1cat1ons that ^
wife, m turn, she fen bitter, an9ry , and used,
cated that during the interactions, she felt "cornered" and "as if ,
were losing again." After the discussion, she expressed feeling re-
sentful,
"put in second place, out of control of the decision-making
Process, as if
, didn't really count in the total life p„„.«
With non-distressed couples that valued differences, the power as-
pects of the relationship were subtle, yet there was respect and ac-
ceptance for each other's position. For exa,„ple, with one couple, the
interactions were around the issue of the husband having invited week-
end guests without checking with his wife. He didn't feel that it was
a significant issue, felt that he was "sneaking" one on her, and wanted
to appease his wife. He indicated being pleased with the discussions,
particular!, with "the way we balance off expressions of acceptance of
the other's role-she the planner, me the inviter." The wife indicated
that once again her husband had invited people when she wanted to be
alone with him. She felt intruded upon and that her private space was
taken away without her consent. However, since the act was done, she
tried to work out a compromise though aware of her husband's "resistance
to my trying to have some control."
These examples illustrate the relative emphasis some non-distressed
couples place on values for differentness. In the above example, the
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3) Pass,ve a„d active orientations toward interacts outcomes
Perhaps one of the most striking aspects of the interactional
tasks an d the nature of couple relationships was the orientation toward
the outcome resulting fro,,, the discussion of issues. Outco.es were
characterized as having tangible, intangible, or no results.
Many couples were resigned to the impossibility of the situation
concerning various issues and were convinced that talking wou l d change
nothing. A sense of helplessness, power, essness, and frustration stem-
ming fro,n being caught in an en d ,ess cycle of events was most apparent
for couples with more distressed relationships. It was interesting to
note that some distressed couples had a different view of the outcome
although no outcome was actually achieved. It was "as if a certain be-
lief that the other would change (or a belief that a tentative solution
was achieved) had to be maintained, in order for the relationship to
continue.
A frequent response by people in distressed relationships to the
questions of "how did it turn out" and "what finally happened" was that
nothing had changed. For instance, with a couple that discussed the
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^band's dissatisfaction with thei>3exuai ^ ^
that:
Afterwards I felt beaten but I still think that she will
give it a try. At times, her actions tell
.ore than her
words. We didn't seem to accomplish much with the dis-
cussion.
His wife responded with:
Well it didn't get us anywhere. My husband is still
frustrated and I feel indifferent still towards sex.
A young couple who discussed the tendency of one spouse to be
moody and, at times, depressed illustrated the cyclical quality of in-
teractional outcomes. The husband felt "like a broken record reciting
the same song." After the discussion, he was relieved yet somewhat de-
pressed because "we had only completed a cycle-ending at the beginning.
The problem occurs again tomorrow." After the interactions, the wife
felt quiet, introspective, that they had just scratched the surface and
could go on for many more hours.
An example of discrepant views with no outcome was presented by a
couple in which the wife wanted her husband to share more of the house-
hold responsibilities. After a discussion, the husband felt hurt, de-
pressed, and indicated that he had agreed to take responsibility for
cooking on the days that his wife worked and he did not. In contrast,
the wife felt that "nothing was resolved, as usual." When the interac-
tions themselves were examined, it was clear that the husband had in-
directly implied he would share the responsibility of cooking but never
actually communicated it directly to his wife. Thus, he concluded that
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a solution was reached and she concluded the contrary.
Typical responses fron, individuals in distressed relationships
that expressed helplessness and frustration
„i th respect t0 intprac .
t-na, outcome were:
"Nothing was resolved. Wish I knew what to do" 1
"We could not resolve anything by discussing it"; designed to temporary
impotence., gone through these non .accompHshing ^
™ny tUm. No change of attitudes"; and "I felt relieved that it was
over. We just sort of ended by trying to pacify one another."
In comparison to the above examples, individuals from non-distress-
ed relationships had a more active orientation and a sense of closure
about the interactions. Some couples were task-oriented valuing guid
£ro guo types of negotiations, while other couples were less concerned
with the specifics of oroblem solving. These couples valued the free
expression of feelings and interactions per se. Although no tangible
solution to the problem was reached, there was a sense of closure to
the issue.
In the following material, the difference between tangible and in-
tangible outcomes are illustrated. For instance, one couple discussed
problems with sharing household duties. The male indicated that after
the discussion, "the problem seemed resolved for the moment." He ac-
knowledged needing prodding to help with cooking and taking care of
leftovers. Also, the discussion resulted in an agreement to share the
housework. The female partner was somewhat more specific, indicating
that an agreement was reached where she would do more cleaning and he
would take more of the kitchen responsibility. She was aware that, al-
though they had "verbally resolved the issue.
. it would be more dif-
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chanse patterns '"
,n this insunce a tangib,e^ -
A couple In their late thirties from a professional
«*«• in a university community discussed the tendency of one spouse
cated that after the discussion he felt:
A little clearer about my own feelings and what to do.
Of course, openness is nearly always the answer, and here
again.
. .1 „as happy to get the stuff out in the open
The wife felt that after discussing the issue she was:
Very clear about what (he) really wanted from me and what
do if I wasn't able to give it to him right then.
I felt that by telling him how I was feeling at that mo-
ment (busy concentrating on my activity), he would be able
to deal with my not giving him attention right then and
not be hurt.
Another couple exemplified a situation where no specific agree-
ments were reached, yet there was a sense of closure as a result of the
discussion. The issue discussed was the husband's relative detachment
in relation to his wife He nnfpri that nMi . n otea that we had expressed ourselves bet-
ter, and that my wife put her ideas on the table." His wife felt "sa-
tisfied" that the issue had been talked about and that her husband "had
expressed his feelings."
In general, couples from non-distressed relationships were more ac-
tively focused working toward a behavioral resolution, toward the free
expression of feelings, or toward a search of how each other felt. The
10?
may
stressed coupes were passive
,„ te rms of outcome
, f,u
helple,,. and to
. hopeless ^^ ^
'
«•» no centre,. The nature of relational distress and outcomes
H.... -ding sequences with Canity) from intenactiona, exchan.es
„,
be significant indeed. None of the distressed couples indicated that
they reached a satisfactory outcome on any of the issues. ,„ contrast
«t individuals in non-distressed relationships showed that they had
'
-nved at some sort of mutua„y satisfactory conCusion from their dis-
cussion of the issue.
4) Confirmation and disconfirmation.
Confirmation and disconfirmation (Haley,
,963) of experience was an
important component associated with the nature of relatedness. There
was a greater tendency for individuais in non-distressed relationships
to acknowledge or confirm one another's experiences and perspectives.
Individuals in non-distressed relationships would reject or accept each
other's perspectives on the various issues but rejections were often ac-
companied by acknowledgements of the other's feelings which was a con-
firmation of experience.
Individuals in distressed couple relationships often expressed that
their spouse did not "think about my feelings.
. .even though he knows
that I will get upset, he proceeds with what he is doing disregarding
my feelings." With another couple, the male was anxious and upset about
the issue and his spouse "felt it was unimportant." A partner in an-
other relationship recognized that his spouse was "bitter, hostile,
threatened, and hurt," but during the discussion he never acknowledged
her feelings. He noted "I was seemingly unaware of this" (her feel-
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The interactions of a couple in their mid-twenties i„ ustrate
o^er aspect of
^conformation whid, appears to he associate, , ,
.
withdrawing interactiona, style. The couple was discussing the i of
relatives and their communications tended to escalate to attacks
dons., and counterattacks. At times, the wife would say:
"You're
damming up again. And I want to talk about 1t cause It Is very In
portent tow." Part of their subsequent dialogue was:
W:
-
..You know? (Pause) Wei 1 , do you have anything to
say? This is what I despise about you. You don't give
me any feedback.
H: Feedback? You just want me to argue.
W: No, I don't want you to argue. I would wish that you
would agree with what I say.
H: Why would I agree? That's not my feelings. I told you.
I don't want to understand.
The wife's exclamation about not receiving any feedback represents
another form of disconfirmation to the extent that she is ignored, not
responded to or not given information. Her experience of events re-
mains unconfirmed. Her insistence that her husband agree with her may
be the only way she feels that her sense of self may be validated.
Members of non-distressed couples tended to confirm each other's
experience, though often disagreeing with one another. Rejections of
particular aspects of an issue were made in terms of the issue and not
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experience.
A
-ber of examples presented earner in the section under punctu-
ate! differences illustrated the confining component of interac-
tions from individuals in non-distressed reiationships
. The reader may
wish to check back to that section for ful1iP i nteractional sequPnces
Many of these individuals indicated feeling "dearer about" their own
"feelings and what to do" and that the issue "is something that" their
Partner "really needs to work on." Others were "embarrassed to talk
• • -which" was a problem ".
.
. but still (at) ease^ to^ ^
discuss it." I„ all these insta„ces> there ^ & Qf^
ings related to the other person's experience.
Sex Differences and Punctuation
Couples' written material about their interactions were the primary
data employed to examine sex differences. When the written causal ex-
planations for self and for other about the interactions were compared
for males and females, no overall pattern emerged and there were no
clear-cut differences with regard to interactional styles. Also, no
differences were found with respect to the causal types across distress
level for males and females.
However, when the general categories used to classify the issues
were examined for sex, differences were apparent with communication/
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the issues categorized as co„unication/affection, ^ w
~
somewhat greater concern than the men with talkinnnn g or communication
problems and on ly two of the males indicated similar concerns Satis
action or dissatisfaction with sex was a male concern with the two cou-
pies that discussed sexuality.
A common issue for women concerned the relative detachment, discern-
fort w,th feelings, or communicational problems of their spouse. Women
recognized the issue as significant and acknowledged their husbands'
need to resolve the problem. Females in distressed relationships viewed
the problem as inherent in their partner, whereas the women in non-dis-
tressed relationships viewed their partners' difficulties as something
to which they contributed.
For instance, with a woman from a distressed relationship, her per-
spective on the interactions about communication problems was that there
"is no problem until (he) comes up with these wierd thoughts. The prob-
lem occurs because he feels a need to communicate-share the particular
idea.
... I get bored listening." A woman in a non-distressed rela-
tionship who had discussed a similar issue indicated feeling frustrated
when she realized "how much of our emotional problems of (his) being
underemotional and me being overexpressi ve feed into each other."
With men that were concerned with aspects of communication/affec-
tion, the males expressed frustration with .their spouses' feelings (i.e.,
depression) or tendencies to hold back. One male spouse indicated feel-
ing apprehensive, determined, and hoping that his wife would understand
the importance of her "holding back."
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ISmmom. rations was another category in wh1ch the overa„m**im Perspective seemed unbalanced in terms of concern^ rela
«m. in-laws, extended flm, ly
.
and fHends
. ^^^
concerned with some aspect of interpersonal relations wanting either
further contact or some resolution concerning a jssue
. WUh ^
was demanding, unsupportive, and was perceived as taking advantage of
a fraterna, relationship. Another woman felt that her husband should
end a feud with his fam ily of origin, appealjng and COflxing ^^
to Visit his
.other. Another woman was concerned that her father and
spouse did not get along and wanted her husband to visit her family.
The male perspective on family issues was varied, but, in general,
It had a defensive tone. One spouse commented "I feel used by my par-'
ents, but I don't know how to fend them off. When I do stay away, [
feel guilty." Other males felt tense, irritated, stubborn, or felt that
the issue was unimportant and that "she intrudes." In only three of the
ten issues concerning some aspect of interpersonal relations was the
pattern of female concern and male defensi veness reversed.
The other categories for issues showed that females requested from
the males cooperation with household chores. The differences in per-
spective rested upon women's dissatisfaction on the division of labor
for household responsibilities. One woman expressed feeling angered and
cheated, another "aggravated because things are not split up fairly."
A third indicated her wish for her partner to "cook more because I don't
want to take the 'housewife' role." The males, respectively, indicated
being: "unaware of the issue"; "depressed and discouraged.
. .if the
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interpersonal situation were better, there'd be more
, could do . fl
third man accused his wlf, of not handling hfir ^
of doing the dishes and making the bed."
0m.ll. the male perspective on issues such as finances, having
Children, work, and education emphasize activities that appeared to be
externa, to the relationship over those activities that were relational-
ly based. For instance, with an issue of the husband working too much
the ma,e indicated that he began to Ve-evaluate priorities of family
and job"; while the female felt that "he doesn't really think about my
feelings when he does these things" (staying at work overtime). Another
couple discussed the meaning of the husband furthering his education at
the apparent expense of his wife. While he "never realized the import-
ance nor the deep implications," his wife felt trapped, cornered, re-
sentful, and that "he's much more concerned about himself than about me
or our relationship.
.
.
."
In summary, no clear distinctions were found with the qualitative
data for types of causes employed for males and females without regard
to distress level and no overall pattern emerged from the participants'
written reports of their interactions concerning male and female dif-
ferences. When the various categories of issues were studied, some dif-
ferences were apparent. The male perspective seemed to emphasize val-
ues of order, rules, analysis, whereas the female perspective de-empha-
sized these values. Females stressed egalitarian and affIllative
val ues
.
CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION
Overview of Finding s
The resultS indicated that the nature of relatedness, as defined by
degree of distress, was associated with the punctuation of interactions
by the communicants, confining the WatzlawicK et al. ( 1967) metacommu-
mcational axiom. A significant interaction was found with the index
of differences in causal explanations for other (DCEO), as a function of
degree of distress and instance of issue. Distressed couples were
found to employ the same causal types to explain each other's interac-
tions while non-distressed couples differed in the use of the causal ex-
planations when they discussed important issues. These findings were
reversed with the less important issues. That is, individuals in non-
distressed relationships used the same types of causes to explain each
other's interactions while individuals in distressed relationships dif-
fered in the use of causal types.
The interaction was a result of the combined impact of degree of
distress and importance of issue, since the comparison between the means
revealed no significant differences. In other words, the importance of
an issue had a significant effect on the punctuation process as it in-
teracted with level of distress. Given the impact of specific issues,
it is possible that because non-distressed couples tend to agree on a
causal view for the less important issues, matters are resolved or dealt
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with before a crisis point is reached. tnd1vfduals in
10nSh
"
S
^ " ,~ ^ * "~ °" • P-tuatlon of events when the
— is less )mportant
.
pos, b]y
, ead1ng ^ ^ ^
«ons to a point where causa, agreement is a mutual view of each^
as the blame.
When the data were examined for the specific types of causes used
Persons in distressed re,ationships tended to a g ree on individua, and
"
issue types of causes, individual in non-distressed re,at1onsh,pS
-led with respect to their use of the causa, categories in exp,aining
their partner's behavior. When the findings with the index of causa,
expiations for other (DCEO), as we,, as the results for the specific
-e of the causa, categories were taken together, the phenomenon of
first-order punctuationa, differences was supported. Since distressed
coup,es agreed more on an individual type of cause (dlfpojU1ona
, ^
tt was clear that first-order punctuationa, differences were associated
with the degree of distress in re,ationships. The non-distressed cou-
ples varied with the use of causa, categories to exp,ain each other's
interactions
.
These findings were further butressed by the measure of responsi-
bility for the interactions. As the results showed, individuals in dis-
tressed couples were more likely to attribute no responsibility to self
and attribute full responsibility to their partners for the interactions.
Individuals in non-distressed relationships tended to share the respon-
sibility or attributed to themselves and their partners both full and no
responsibility for the interactions. The results suggested that indi-
viduals in distressed relationships viewed causality linearly, externa,-
no
««* responsibly, and viewed the other and not themselves as the
stimulus for their reactions.
theory. An attribution theory
,„ode, (denes
. Nishett, pred1cts
that actors tend to ascribe causes for their behavior to stimuli in the
Situation, whereas observer, attribute the actors' same behavior to
dispositions or characteristics.
,„ i nteractiona, exchanges, members
of couples constants exchange the roles of actor and observer, and al-
though each has information about the other fro,,, multiple situations
individuals in distressed relationships appear to behave "as if" they
were exclusively observers. That is, these individuals tend net to see
their partners as responding to the situation or ether stimuli, i.e
themselves, rather they attribute the causes of the other's behavior*
characteristics of partner.
The attribution theory interpretation was supported by the results
on the measure of responsibility. Individuals in more distressed rela-
tionships, when compared to the less distressed, more often indicated
that their partners were more responsible for the interactions than they
were themselves. Furthermore, in contrast to the non-distressed, per-
sons in the distressed couples were found to employ more Individual
type causes to explain their partners' actions.
However, while attribution theory may account for the perceptual
differences between "actor" and "observer" roles, it fails to explain
what maintains punctuational differences over time. In other words,
aside from differences in "role" perspectives, what are the relational
motivating factors that immunize punctuational differences from change?
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As has been previously noted, the actuation p r0cess wit,, couP,esat higher levels of distress involves an externa, Nation of responsl-
MIHF. either to the other or to the situation that appears
,nf,ex1 ble
in contrast to the non-distressed couples. Differences in causa, ex-
planations are not we,, accepted by coup,es in distress. „ we assume
that some of these coup,es are higher on a hypothetical di mension of
"rel.tlon.1 fusion" (Boszornenyi-Nagy,
,965), then inflexibility in cau
sa, explanations, expressed by an insistence on a particuiar way to
group events, may be connected to an interpersona, covert ru,e that
does not allow for individua, differences in areas of disagreement At
a deeper l.vel, differences cannot be acknowledged because each may be
rtQWly insisting on achieving a "subject ro,e.
. ,synony„,ous with the
desire to make the wor,d co,np, y with all of one's needs." Boszornenyi-
Nagy goes on to say that when neople in Cose relationships
"strive to
™ke the Other as an object, the two will be in an inso,ub,e di,e„raa of
trying to fit interpersona, relationships into intrapsychic ones" (Bos-
zonnenyi-Nagy,
,965, p. 52). This re,ationa, dilemma is an important
component, since transactional ly, the dilemma is often expressed as
punctuational differences. Theoretically, resolution of differences at
a communicational level may or may not solve the dilemma while resolu-
tion of the dilemna implies a resolution of conflict. Clearly, this is
a question for future empirical work.
The qualitative results support the above interpretation concerning
a couple's flexibility in explaining areas of differences. Less flexi-
bility was associated with relational distress. Conflict in couples ex-
pressed as punctuational differences was connected to partner's inabil-
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It,
-to consider other types of causes as v1able emanations for ^
-tactions. Co upl es that agreed on a dispositional causa, view for
each others interactions and coup, es who disagreed on ascriptions of
77,M"* "™ '«*" an interactiona, i„,Pass invo,vin g««1 Naming and accusations. Coupies that disagreed across the cau-
sal types and that shared in the responsibii i ty tor the interactions
were fluid in their perceptions of causes. These couoles were more ac-
cepting of differences and were able to overcome interactiona, diffi-
cul ties.
in addition, the qua,itative results revealed various didactic pro-
cesses that appeared to be associated with the punctuation of interac-
tions. Distressed couples were found to engage each other in interac-
tiona, patterns where one partner "defended" and the other
"complained"
or where one "nagged" and the other "withdrew." When both individuals
in the relationship felt that the other was responsible for the inter-
actions, the sequence of communications often was reduced to causal
statements of the following form: I x because you Y and I Y because
you X. The material revealed that couples in distressed relationships
viewed their interaction in a causal linear manner and they were found
to continue in the use of these patterns despite awareness of the pro-
cess. It was apparent that couples who grouped their interaction in
causal linear ways often failed to reach a mutual resolution or closure
on the issue, further, the differences themselves indicated concerns
over power and control. Again, differences were not easily accepted,
were regarded as irritants, etc. To accept or acknowledge the other's
position was often experienced as losing ground in the relationship.
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Assocm* w,» «msW(mi}M vjews of lnte(.actions ^ s
«* to Mmnrm Mch other and to view d|. scussjons ^ ^ endiess
teract,onal cycle servin«j little or no purpose.
axpUnatlons for interactions onl y that usually, at ,Wst
, one spousp
counted on the interactions; metacommunica tions or turning to process
-presented a change in the content of discussion fro, a focus on the
-sue to a focus on the transactions. when a member of a couple turned
to process, at ti.es, the end result was a resolution of differences
Other ti.es, the result was a clearer understanding of differences
Non-distressed couples were found to confirm each other's perception of
events by rejecting, accepting the other's point of view, or by acknow-
ledging differences; these couples were able to comment on their inter-
actions, respond in a confirming manner to each other and reach a degree
of closure with the issue. The non-distressed couples, rather than
feeling frustrated, irritated, and helpless, indicated feeling that a
resolution had been reached or that the issue had been settled, although
further work on the issue might be needed.
In thinking transactional^ about the data, we may be able to reach
a new understanding of punctuational differences. For instance, couples
in distress, while punctuating their interactions differently, remain
at a particular level where one or both individuals are to blame.
Statements take a particular form (I X because you Y ) , and differences
are not easily accepted. For the most part, this form of interacting
has, at least, one member of the couple as the "subject" of sentences
and hence the content of the conmunciations
. This is a different level
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as one
of transaction *. one ,„ which the content is the
^
relationship. Thus
, punctuational djfferences ^ understMd ^
way of interacting within a broaden educational frame. To tru,y
appreciate transactional processes and coupie sy stem s properties it
*ay be necessary to develop a mu, ti-dimensiona, perspective of interac-
tions that subsumes punctuational differences.
,„ another section the
development of such a frame is attested and the clinical iraplications
are discussed
One of the surprising findings of the study was the narked effect
-portar.ee of issue had on the indices, independent of distress Im-
portance of an issue was expected to interact with level of distress
and this occurred only with the index of causa, explanation for other
(DCEO). The results revealed a highly significant multivariate and
univariate effect of issue on a variety of indices (see Table 5). ,„
general, these results suggested that punctuational differences were
more often elicited during a discussion of substantive concerns and were
relatively uninfluenced by degree of distress. It may be concluded that
the determinants of punctuational differences go beyond narrow defini-
tions of relatedness, e.g., distress. Clearly, a more powerful deter-
minant of the way individuals explain their interactions was the import-
ance of an issue. The nature of relatedness may be a non-linear concept
requiring a multidimensional scheme in order to more accurately assess
the effects of the nature of the relationship and the importance of is-
sues on punctuational differences. Also, distress may be connected to
other relational processes such as coping, homeostasis, balance, matur-
ity, etc.
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Thequal native res uns re Vea 1 e d tha tthenatureofthemostcon
_
CtMl
-h couple,
"hat was viewed by one couple „
-r. t^nt was v1wed by aiBft-r as 1nsignificant
-Wed see aspect of ^ if£^ ^ ^^^^^ ^
^defined the Issues over which couples^ ^
-sues of recreation, and^^ ^ ^^ ^^
•tins differences. Housed r^MVities. and other couple differ
ences defined a cluster of issues that seemed to reveal i mp0rtant perT
ceptual differences for a moderate number of couples.
Issues that involved communication and affection differed from
other issues in that the foci of discussion was relational and thus
represented a direct aspect of the couple relationship (i.e., d1fficulty
in expressing feelings, one spouse wanting more contact, tendency to
argue, etc.). Other issues were more representative of triangulations
with a third person, or an activity of one partner, etc., signifying a
less direct aspect of the couple relationship (i.e., housework, educa-
tion, finances, etc.).
The significance of the results with issues (apart from sex differ-
ences discussed below) was that issue importance was a more powerful
elicitor of differences with the indices of second-order punctuational
differences than was level of distress. After examining the nature of
specific issues, it became apparent that for some couples, more import-
ant issues defined the context for the interactions which was often re-
lational or communicational. In short, what made some issues more im-
portant than others was their relational significance.
The results from the present study are in accord with those of
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Raush et al_. (1974)
. Ihese ^ ^
•.«*.w . ^ s i tUat1onal var1ables are ;
ternnnants of relatpdn^c r +tedness. It may be theoretically and clinically da-
rlfyiH to understand distress as situation specific rather than as a
tr.1t. Couples ,abe„ed as distressed may differ fra„ non . distrcssed
•« that they are in more confHctua, situations over time. Categoriza-
tion, of distress become less meaning when differences in expiai ni „gdifferences are examined si tua tional ly
.
If it is assumed that higher ,evels of distress are related to
higher degrees of "relational ftrelnn » 4. tuuo i usio , Is fusion or enmeshment (Minu-
chin,
,974) Situational? Uhile this is a guestion for further research
the results suggest that contextual components are important determin-
ants of how individuals in couples understand and explain their infr-
actions. To ftall, understand the nature of relationships, these may
need to be examined across a range of situations.
Concerning sex differences, the results showed that differences
were found with some of the indices of second-order punctuation. The
index for differences between self and perceived explanations of other
(DPCE) for females was higher with the more important issue than with
the less important issue; this suggested that femaies perceived the same
causes affecting self and other for the interactions with the more im-
portant issues. The males reversed the pattern with higher scores on
the less important than the more important issue. The results suggested
that men tended to disagree on causal views between what they believed
was affecting their interaction and causes they believed affected their
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partner for the more important Issue.
The tendency for women to minimize differences with causa
, exolana .y between self and perception of other on more important issues may
*. in part, explained by the different views of relatedness hetween
.en and women discussed by Jessie Bernard (1972). Hfn1nrizing djffer
ences in substantia, matters may be a result of cultural and social pre-
scriptions that emphasize values of cohesion, affiliation, and concerns
about preserving the relationship through denial of differences In
comparison, men tend to maximize differences on the same issues The
socialization process is different for men, stressing values of inde-
pendence, competition, and conflict.
When the specific causes employed by males and females were exam-
ined, an unexpected pattern emerged. On the whole, males were found to
use interactional causes to account for the female's point of view,
while females employed dispositional and situational causes to account
for the male's point of view. The results were contrary to expectation.
Women did not explain interactions as more relational than males. The
reverse was the case. These results contradict the suggestion that what
conditions differences in relationships was a more relational view of
causality by females and a more dispositional view of causality by
mal es
.
Furthermore, first-order punctuation, as measured by attributions
of responsibility, was associated with sex for the less important is-
sues. Males and females were found to frequently agree that males were
more responsible for the interactions on less important issues; this
was an instance of agreement in punctuation differences.
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Agreement between ma les and females on the accountability of the
-les on less important issues may stem from several sources. For one
males may be acquiescing and appeasing of their partners on the less im-
portant issues in order to gain m0 re influence on substantive issues
Another possibility is that men are indeed more accountable on minor is-
sues on which both men and women can agree, with less i.portant issues,
it is probable that male defensi veness is low while with m0 re important
concerns, defensi veness is high leading to punctuational differences.
Returning to the earlier findings, that perceptually women tend to
minimize while men tend to maximize differences on important issues,
these results take on additional meaning when we discover that differ-
ences actually exist and that they are substantive. Aside from the
socio-cultural explanation for these differences, at a more individual
level, men may maximize differences in preparation for a power struggle
to regain or maintain control of the relationship. Women, in turn,
faced with clear differences for explaining the causes of their inter-
actions may minimize these differences in preparation for a reconcili-
ation.
The qualitative results yielded support for the expectation that
the male and female view of relatedness was strongly connected to dif-
ferences over continuity vs. discontinuity values (Zuk, 1975). The male
perspective on issues such as finances, children, work, education, etc.,
emphasized activities that were external to the relationship. In con-
trast, women were concerned with some aspect of interpersonal relation-
ships, wanting either further contact, resolution concerning a family
issue, or cooperation from spouse on household chores. From the quali-
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tatlve data alone, the ma ,e perspective seemed to be charactered by
-lues which emphasized order. rules, analysis, etc., wh1 ,e the female
Perspective de-emphasized these values and stressed egaHtarla, a „d a,
fi.liative concerns (Zuk, 1975).
t is interesting to note the seeming contradiction between the
qualitative and quantitative findings with regard to the effect of sex
on the causa, emanations for interaction on issues of disagreement
With the causa, categories, men described interactions re,ationa„ y de-
terged, whi,e fences described the. in situationa, or
terms, which was contrary to the expectations of the study. ,„ addi .
tion, men tended to maximize differences whiie women tended to minimize
differences on important issues. Whi,e the men prepare for a battle,
the women may prepare for a reconciliation. Also, when the specific
nature of the issues was explored, it was apparent that women were more
concerned with affiliative and egalitarian aspects of issues. Men were
concerned with activities that appeared to be external to the relation-
ship. Taking these results together, while males may view their inter-
actions as relational^ based, they tend to be more interested in their
individuality and external pursuits. Women, while employing a disposi-
tional causal view, tended to have a greater stake in the continuity of
the relationship (Raush et a].., 1974).
Research and Cl inical Implications
Clinical issues are discussed first in. terms of the relational sig-
nificance of punctuation differences and later in terms of a framework
for understanding dyadic interactions. Subsequently, a brief discussion
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of issues in research is presented.
CLlni^aJ. and rejat^o^ sl^ni^cance
. What are the relational i m-
Pltcations of punctuational differences. Earlier it was noted that some
couples in the distress group who unitized their interactions linearly
attributed the cause for their behavior to the other, and viewed the
otner as m0 re responsible for the interactions were involved in a rela-
tional process characterized by higher degrees of fusion. Inflexibility
m causal explanations was linked to a struggle where one person was
trying to achieve a "subject role" attempting to make the partner into
an object to fulfill all of one person's needs.
This process was apparent with some members of couples who were at-
tempting to impose their view of an issue onto the other member. Gener-
ally, the issue concerned being gratified in some way (i.e., sexual,
recreational, expressive, family relations) that was being blocked by
the partner. Such discrepant views, though they may be defined as punc-
tuational differences, appeared to go beyond communications! problems.
A relational quality that characterized many couples in distressed
situations, as well as some of the couples defined as non-distressed,
was an experience of the partner as allied against self. That is, one
member of a couple experienced the other in opposition to him/herself.
This oppositional ism might mean that partners did not have their best
interest at heart and implied distrust. In comparison, other couples
(i.e., non-distressed) appeared to possess a sense of "we-ness" and ap-
peared allied with each other against a particular problem. The problem
was viewed as an aspect of their relationship to be dealt with or as a
problem external to the relationship. It was these non-distressed cou-
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Pies who punctuated „ P inter3ctions
,„ . ^^^ ^
responsibility for the interactions.
There is some para! lei here to Luborsky
's (1975) analysis of the
types of transferences and the helping relationship. He distinguishes
two types of helping alliances: TyPe I is one in which the patient ex-
periences the therapist as supportive, helpful, and himself as the re-
cipient; and Type II is a "therapeutic alliance based on a sense of
working together in a joint struggle" (p. 94) against the patient's
neuros is
.
Some of the non-distressed couples seemed to have established a
form of relatedness that paralleled the Type II alliance that Luborsky
discusses in terms of the patient-therapist relationship. These couples
shared responsibility for problems and had a sense of "„e-ness" against
certain difficulties. The capacity to establish a Type II therapeutic
alliance was associated by Luborsky (1975) with greater improvement in
psychotherapy. Individuals who improve less in therapy tend to remain
exclusively involved with their therapist in a Type I alliance. We may
conjecture that the extent to which couples establish a working rela-
tionship with each other, similar to a Type II helping alliance, the
more gratifying their relationships will be. A study of couples in love
(Strauss, 1974) revealed that the unique aspect of ongoing long-lasting
love relationships was a sense of "we-ness," described as couples deal-
ing with their "relationship" almost as a third party and distinct from
both individuals.
Most of the couples in the study appeared to have established modes
of relatedness similar to a therapeutic positive (Type I, Luborsky,
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1975) or negative transference. For examnle cp , some non-distressed eon
.
Pies were involved in a ,relat,onal process which appeared to be exten
j;
0
^; ^--—-.experienced each otherJ
7
11
;-
F
—— ttrihntes of hadness and ,e attri-
^ " 90°d "eSS
— hetween individual
"
—6
— *" relationships. Couples in the non-di,
tressed group, while projecting malevolent attributes toward each
other, appeared to project as many , if not more
,
Characterized positive transference-li k e relationships. The other non-
stressed cooples
,
who were less inc,
, ned to split their mutual pro-
motions of each other into
"goodness" and "badness," tended to maxe
these projections to an outside source influencing the relationships
These couples were allied with each other against a particular problem;
this characterized couples in a Tvdp ttM- lype II alliance, as described by Lubor-
sky
.
Fro. an object relations perspective, negative transference modes
of relatedness may be interpreted as an ambivalent for. of relatedness
having a "transitional object relationship" (Model,, 1968, p. 40)
These relationships are said to be typically ambivalent and exploita-
tive. While on the one hand there is an illusion of connectedness, on
the other hand, there can be no recognition of separateness or individ-
ua 1 ty
.
Model l-s description seems to fit the ways in which some of the
couples in the study related. Many individuals expressed feelings of
being used, abused, and exploited. Also, it was clear that recognition
of differences between many distressed couples could not be expected.
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The illusion of connectedness
-mH «,„ •and the impossnbi 1 i ty of acknowledg-m tf ere.es may be another way t0 reframe the^ Qf
to U interpersonal relationships into intrapsychic ones. As previous-
ly hypothesized, a resolutinn „f «,„o of the dilemma may resolve the interper-
sonal conflict. A , so
, it seems necessary tQ recogni2e ^ impQrtance
"connection" maintained by couples in distress vis-a-vis punctuating
interactions linearly, mutual blaming, and eschewing personal responsi-bly. Such connections are not "illusions," though maintaining a con-
nectedness through conflict may be pa1nful and distress1ng
less, some form of relatedness is often desired over unrelatedness« (1976) attempted to expand an ob.iect relations approach with
family systems theory. He defined six modes of relatedness with the
parameters of growth (i.e., Mature, transitional and mature) and re-
latedness (i.e., closeness and distance). The resulting ma trix yielded
various modes of relationships: pure fusion, unrelatedness, ambivalent
fusion, ambivalent isolation, dialogue and individuation.
The third relational mode of "ambivalent fusion" specified by Kar-
pel seems to characterize many of the couples in the distress grouping,
as well as some in the non-distressed grouping. He points out that "the
essence of the transitional period is the conflict between progressive
tendencies toward differentiation and regressive tendencies toward iden-
tification, between responsibility and self-supoort that characterize
individuation and the blame, guilt, and manipulation for environmental
support that characterize fusion" (p. 73). •
The positive aspect of the alliance is merging with the "good" ob-
ject which can be experienced as sexually ecstatic or as mystical. How-
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eve, ttere is a,so a dread of Wl,^ ^ „ bad „^^
loss,
.animation or alienation. The result of these con
flirt, seems to he a set of transactions that Stains a ba,ance of
stance at an times. Th. transanal pattern of punctuation,, dlf.bonces with one partner constant,, distance or aUernative distan-
ce (i.e., where the ro,es of pursuer and distancer are traded back and
forth, represents the type of interactions found with coup,es ambiva,-
ently fused.
Why this ambiva,ent fusion? Why is a ba,ance of distance main-
tained? If we recognize that mature elatedness and more specifically
carriage is a disloyal act, then a way to remain "invisibly ,oya,»
(Boszormenyi-Nagy S Spark, ,973) to one's fami,y of origin wou,d be to
never genuine,y connect to someone outside the family. The clinical im-
plication of this notion is that movement from an ambivalently fused
mode of reiatedness rests on working through an arrangement whereby both
members of a pair can be loyal to each other, develop a sense of »we-
ness," and at the same time remain loyal to their respective families of
origin.
Ipward a mejtaa)^^ frame for understanding couple inter
-
actions. In this section, some of the research and clinical issues with
punctuational differences are discussed in terms of a framework for un-
derstanding dyadic interactions both in and out of the therapy room.
A new way of thinking about punctuational differences emerged from clin-
ical work in conjunction with the qualitative analysis of the transcripts
of interactions from the couples in the study, the result of which was a
communicational frame or metaphor. The new framework differs from the
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-a, frame presented earlier i„ that it represents a shm fro „, Cflusa ,typologies to levels for the understand,g Qf lnteractiM
A
-tar* theoHsts and fam1ly therapists ^
„ multlple leveu flf
occurrins betwee
; 7; 7
2;
;
andler 5 Gr1nder> 1976; Hai
- i9
"- '»»•—
ost
,
only two levels have been ciear
defined. At one level there ic n„
,s the content of communication (i e the
message unit) and at another level there is ,i, the relationship aspect of
communication 6 (Bateson,
, 972; Watzlawick et al
. , ,967)
The frames specifies five levels for understanding interaction.
A,thou9h tnese levels often occur simu, taneousl y> the partitioning of
leve,s and assigning of specific criteria to each appears to be theo-
retically and clinically clarifying.
,„ Figure 7> ^ leve]s ^^
trated using Venn diagrams. The shaded portion of the diagram defines
tweA^ the distinction he-
since what is viewed as anslnni? °J
a messa 9e is inaccurate,
That is, it is no a gh ? 1 caTX^ 10 " 1S ."0t ?ecessari1 ^
verbal report). Inste d theHro osfa cZ^T/"' lUe" di9itaI '
verbal and non-verbal units ZZcmZI J,
a
,
s he,na of Paramessages where
JocesseT cRf fappre ]^"' ^^."l^j^ aP?™-h
9
tJco^fhuman
over nmrp« in vLiti , • 0 the dla lectic in re atedness More-
a message may represent on P nf thl >nff y \ the command aspect of
live us
» OBJECT
(INTERACTIONS ARE FOCUSED ON
(A) ( B )
PERSON PERSON
II INOIVIOUAL
(INTERACTIONS ARE FOCUSED ON THE PERSON)
(A) 0 (B)
TRANSACTIONS
III TRANSACTIONAL
(INTERACTIONS ARE FOCUSED ON THE TRANSACTION
)
(A) 0 (B)
RELATIONSHIP
IV RELATIONAL
(INTERACTIONS ARE FOCUSED ON THE RELATIONSHIP)
(A) 0 (B)
V CONTEXTUAL
(INTERACTIONS ARE FOCUSED ON THE CONTEXT)
Levels for understanding interactions: Object, Individual, transac-
tional, relational, and contextual.
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the content of the communications.
The following are capsule descriptions of the five- Level 1
Object: Interactions at this level are issue focused. Discussion may
be about finances, for example, or division of labor, e.g., who takes
out the garbage. Level fr-Individual: At this level the content of
interaction shifts from object to individual. Often this level in-
cludes mutual accusations and blaming, e.g.,
"you're a nag," or, "Ifs
your fault the house is a mess, you didn't take out the garbage," etc.
Level 3--I^ra_c1ionai: The next shift in content is from > u « or "me"
to "it is you and me." At this level patterns of interacting are ac-
knowledged and discussed, e.g., "you keep nagging me about the garbage
and I keep forgetting to take it out." Leyej 4-
-Relational: Here con-
tent changes from a recognition of a "you and me" pattern to discussion
of "us," that is, the relationship itself. At this level, definitions,
questions, assumptions, or rules about the relationship are discussed
and explicitly negotiated. Lej^ 5--C^x^
: The shift in content
is toward discussion of growth in its context and life goals. Communi-
cations may focus on psychohis torical material. This level may entail
exploration of intergenerational relationship process and, at times,
takes the form of individual psychotherapy sessions in the presence of
a spouse.
The conceptual shift from typology of causes to a levels framework
has several advantages. First, the levels frame is conceptually clear
as to the progression of abstraction and linearity of causality. Each
progressive level subsumes the lower ones and causality is linear with
respect to the object and individual levels, while it is non-linear for
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the subsequent levels.
With the causa! typology, the context type was confounded by defin
-git both narrowly (i.e., specific situation, and broadly (i e
larger environment). Here confusion arises since with „, ••i , the situation
causality is Hnear and with the hroader environmental context it ,.
non-linear.
between object (situationa, and ,i„ear) and context ,evels
, the latter
by definition being non-linear.
I" addition, the levels frame differentiates between a transac.
tlonjl and a relational level, which was previously lumped into a single
category; this appears to be a useful distinction for examining inter-
IS
ing
actions
.
The primary indicator used as "rules of thumb" to identify the pro-
minent interactional level is the content of interactions. The reformu-
lation of the causal typology into levels appears to broaden our under-
standing of punctuational differences, and more specifically of process
vis-a-vis the analysis of interactions.
Application of the multi-level interactional frame to the findings
of this study suggested a new way of thinking about punctuational dif-
ferences, i.e., as a transactional process best understood from a multi-
level perspective. Also the levels frame suggests that distressed cou-
ples were often locked into a particular level demonstrating very limit-
ed movement among levels. Specifically, the results showed that more
distressed than non-distressed couples punctuated their interactions dif-
ferently viewing each other as the stimulus or as responsible for the
actions and reactions; this was characteristic of Level 2 interactions.
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How does a therapist intervene tc facilitate an aeration or
esoMlon of punctuational differences, Mork1ng with ,
a therapist may focus on synchronic coup,es at one
,eve, or
~k at moving couples from one level to another. CleaHy, there
be a number of strategies all which
re instance, to move a couple from Level 2 to Level 3, a thera-
Plst may comment on the process or intervene in ways that
~
cim^
members taking responsibility for their actions.
Clinical interventions should take a certain for. when working with
couples in therapy that present punctuationa, differences, Interven
fons may be aimed at enabling members to acknowledge their own role in
the interactions; this may move the responsibi
,i
t
y to a level of mutu-
ality and enable members of couples to view their own role as actors
'
If roles as active participants are acknowledged, then it may be possi-
ble for some individuals to see causes in less dispositional terms. In
other words, intervention strategies should involve anything that re-
frames the attributions from the other person (partner as responsible)
to another level
.
From a communications view, Bandler and Grinder take a similar po-
sition with respect to the so-called "fuzzy functions," which are de-
fined as sentences "in which the client assigns responsibility for his
emotions to people or forces outside of his control" (p. 99); this may
be characteristic of a couple at Level 2. Bandler and Grinder recommend
that therapists challenge their clients, to assist the latter in taking
responsibility for their actions. If effective therapeutic outcome is
viewed as providing clients with freedom of choice, then it seems that
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n
Hen9eS t0 aCkn°Wled9e
~
h
— of the interact1ons and
,
,n9 ^^»*^o, one-s actlons and feelings is a desirable
therapeutic strategy.
Clearly, the content of the communications shifts for the couple
that m0 ves from accusations and blaming to ac.nowUdge.ent of >ocess .
Interactions at Levels imply mov1ng frQm^ ^
"
thl-Mn.. The shift from Level « to^ 3 may be facjHtdted fay
helping partners accept responsibility for their behavior in relation
to each other. It is possible that once at Level 3, the couple may
function differently to the extent that there may he less disconfirma-
tion and more acceptance of differences.
interactional cement may be facilitated by comments, challenges
tasks, or exercises. For instance, punctuationa, differences may be re-
framed by slowing down the process with questions that become highly
specific about the issue. In this manner, the interaction may be moved
to the object level. Once at this level, it may be possible for the
couple to negotiate an acceptable outcome with the mediation of the
therapist. The object level is the foci of interactions where guid pro
m. negotiations occur. When tangible outcomes are the result of such
negotiations, distress couples receive much needed success experience.
Shifts to Level i or Level 5 My also be initiated by the therapist
to facilitate movement. At the relational level, the content changes to
aspects of the relationship which may involve disagreements over exist-
ing definitions and/or rules of relatedness .' Couples may be helped to
acknowledge and understand these processes. In therapy, shifts to rela-
tional and contextual levels may signify deeper degrees of engagement in
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7 7 " 1nteraCtl0 " S ° f - «* —^ss
™ut«e, helpfulness, va]idat1on
understandjng
jzed ;
nt6raCti0nS
" ^ C— '«« I- ««* may be character.
^
eXam ' nat" n
" -tlona, accents over severs! gener-
l
B0SZ°rW^ " S^ indicate that they often
dt a contextual level
:
We do not propose the study of mere "tit for tat," eg 0 f a
-rit.1 situation, to the behavioral range, we include in the
-rtt equivalency ail past, present, and future interactions
A wife nagging or a husoand forcing her to change are dynamic-
ally connected with unfinished, past retributive efforts which
the spouses carry over from their families of origin. For in-
stance, a wife's unsettled emotional account with her deceased
father may survive in her attitude toward her husband (p. 64).
Their view of the interactional sequence represents a contextual punctu-
ation of interaction, or a punctuation about punctuation. Nevertheless
to the extent that intergenerational material (e.g., loyalty conflicts)'
are discussed between spouses, the couple's interactions are at a con-
textual level
.
It should be noted that interactions at a higher level do not imply
a value of health. A couple may be at the relational level, forever
processing their interaction (e.g., what taking the garbage out means
about the nature of the relationship) with little or no resolution of
issues and/or both experiencing pain. Also, a couple may find them-
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any
to an-
y -„ g intergeneratjona , mUrU} to gajnpowerjn ^
sMp one-upping the ether partner.
It 1, that of fluidity aoross the
, eve, s versus r1 gi,ity at
level. the therapy si tuation, transitions from one level
other as we,, as synchronizing co Up,e interactions may facilitate
growthful movement for couples.
The metacommunicational fran,e may be viewed as a „,etaphor for un-
derstanding the multiple dimensjons of process jn coupie intwactjons
As in individua, therapy, the vehicle for understanding the patient in-
trapsychically is an appreciation for what happens
.Interactional!, he-
tween patient and therapist (Langs,
,576, p. ,11). with couples to
truly appreciate the nature of relationships (Level 4), we must have an
understanding of what is happening between the couple transactional
,y
(Level 2), which may depend, in p.rt , on understanding the ^
uals and each of their points of view (Level 2). the nature of the is-
sue (Level 1), and the context (Level 5) which may condition whole pat-
terns of transactions for certain individuals. The frame may assist
therapists in working with couples who present punctuational differences
in that interactiona, leve,s can be identified. Also, the framework nay
be useful in deciding about interventions, on the progress of therapy,
and in setting goals for treatment with different couples.
Research Implications
Some of the research implications of this study are broad and sug-
gest that couples can examine and evaluate their own interactions.
Traditionally, assessing interactions has been the role of the research-
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e-r clinician (e.g., Mischler&Waxler> 1968;Raushet ^Two measures proved particularly useful- 1) diff*
-
U
-
U differences in causal ex-
Pl
7
,0nSf
-^-;3) options of responsibility,
work to test wlidityand reliability,^, be
coined measure to more accurately study punctuational differences
The s,9n,f1cance of the study was that a we,, known clinical pheno-
—
-punctuationa, differences-was identified and investigated The
system theory hyPothesis that punctuationa, differences are related to
the nature of the re,ationship received abundant empirical support.
Research on other variables described in the clinical ™« tin nnic systems-communica-
tions theory literature seems warranted.
In this study, relatedness was defined unidimensionally with two
categories, namely distressed and non-distressed. An important area of
future work might rest in developing a scheme that empirically defines
the nature of relatedness along several dimensions. For instance, in
addition to distress, a couple may be defined along a dimension of
functional /dysfunctional. Some couples may be in highly distressed sit-
uations and still function adequately in relation to each other and/or
their environment, while other couples may be dysfunctional.
Other dimensions might include: distance/closeness, dominant/sub-
missive (Leary, 1957). high/low structure (Haley, 1976) and maturity/
immaturity (Karpel
,
1976). Thus, a multi-dimensional scale may bo de-
veloped to more accurately and meaningfully characterize the nature of
relatedness. Based on a more refined assessment of relatedness, more
accurate predictions about interactional behaviors could be made. Sim-
ilarly, more accurate inference from the interactions could be made
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about the relationship. This infection would be valuable in the diag-
nosis and treatent of couples. Also, aside fron, the heuristic value
such a schene would be statistically powerful in reducing error vari-
ance.
Concerning the metacommunicational framework, it may be possible to
develop additional criteria for the interactional levels and to apply
the frame to transactional material using a coding scheme similar to
that employed by Mishler and Waxier (1968) and Raush et cH. (1974).
Developing a coding procedure may enable the researcher to examine the
extent to which the various levels are employed by couples and, in
particular, what level of interaction precedes and follows successful
outcomes; this would be important information that could facilitate the
work of clinicians involved in couple and family therapy. Additionally/
the coding of levels could be used as predictors of relatedness. Rela-
tedness may be oredicted with knowledge about the use of interactional
levels. Another source of data could be transitions from one level to
another. The nature of relatedness, with a broader relational scheme,
may be determined by transitions from one particular level to another,
i.e., Individual to Relational
, etc.
Limitation s of the Study
There were a number of factors that limited the findings of the
study. There were problems with sampling, random selection of parti-
cipants and matching of subjects. Data for. the study were collected in
two different. locations and although matching procedures were employed,
it was not possible to determine the extent to which these results were
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* the^ lcsl loeat1onofcoupleSi
the specific sample of couples in the study.
A major limitinq far tor ua< «-u« ^ r.- .9 cto, was the def„„tion of couples as distress-
ed and non-di stressed Tn-;
n
. Initially, the study was designed with distress
as a major independent factor na>-n„ k„, partly because n defined the nature of
searchers that investigated couple processes (e.g., Birchler et al
'975; Goodrich, Ryder, , Raus h, 1963; Gottman ^^ _ ]g76; ^ ^
Raush et a,., i 974; Schnall
, Neverthe
, ess> ^ J
distressed and non-distressed, in retrospect, appeared simplistic and
arbitrary. Given the variations in degrees of distress and levels of
conflict it seems almost inappropriate to compare these two groups.
Part of the problem in defining couples using a stress dichotomy
was that stress may not be a dichotomy and possibly not even a unidimen-
sional continuum. The results with issue as the independent factor sug-
gested that the importance couples gave an issue was a better discrim-
inating factor than the degree of distress with son* of the indices of
punctuation. The issue itself accounted more for the total variance
than a distress factor, suggesting that a more comprehensive system of
categorizing relationship may be needed if we are to truly understand
the nature of relatedness. Also, it was apparent from the results that
distress was not a linear construct, given its high variability and the
reduction of variance with a situational factor. Particular issues were
stressful for some couples defined as non-distressed.
In this study, it was not possible to control for the variance due
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to other aspects
„ relatedness that may have been orthogonal to djs .
tress. As the study stands now, "the nature of relatedness" was not
truly differentiated and was probacy oonfounded with uncontrolled va
tables such as homeostasis, copin g , bal ance
, power, etc.
Of the present study can on,y provide guldens about one^ ^
Elatedness, i.e., distress and its association to punctuational dif-
ferences.
relational frameworks (e.g., Boszormenyi-Nagy,
,965; Karpe,
,
1976- Lyn-
«ess,
,974) to .ore critically examine the nature of coup,e re,ation-
"
sh.ps. It may be possible to deve,op a Cassification system to consid-
er .ore than one dimension of reiatedness. If relationships can be de-
fined in terms of two, three, or m0 re dimensions, then .ore variance can
be accounted for and thus, a .ore accurate assessment of the association
between the nature of the relationship and interactional processes
(e.g., punctuation differences) may be established.
Another major limitation concerned the causal categories both at a
conceptual and operational level. The ranking task proved difficult to
participants and some requested assistance in completing the ranking
task. It may be worthwhile to develop a simple task that allows parti-
cipants to indicate the extent to which their interactions were influ-
enced by a number of different causes. Rankings per se proved to be a
somewhat complex procedure.
In addition, some of the causal categories lacked conceptual clar-
ity. The issue and Situation type of cause was a confusing one for a
few participants. It was difficult for some to think of the issue as
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the cause for the interactions. As previous!.
t ,
deviou ly mentioned, the situation-
al type was too broadly defined
'
yaeflned, including both linear and non-linear
causal attributions tor behavior. Als„, the causa ,^
-ow sufficient flexibility for individuals t0^^^
—behavior was caused by their partners' behaviors, Instead, to in-
create the above, a person had to assign a rank ofof one to the Individual
type cause when they were determini™ i *
"
nmmng what was causing their partner to
behave a certain way.
Ustly, punctuationa! indices were developed through a complex pro-
cedure. The study employed a variation of the co-orientational paradigm
(Chaffe 5 NcLeod,
,968). Indices were derived from this paradigm by
calculating the rank order correlations between the members of each
couple for their respective ranks on the causes they felt influenced the
'
other's interactions (DCEO) or their own interactions (DCES), etc. (see
Figure 2). In this manner, six dependent measures were obtained. In
future work, it may be more productive to develop current measures that
proved useful (e.g., attributions of responsibility, DCEO, etc.) and to
focus on one or two measures and behavioral tasks that are simple, clear,
and that focus on differences in specific situations.
CHAPTER VII
SUMMARY
Th,s study examined couples' punctuation of their interactional
units. The association between causal explanations for the interac
t-ns on issues involving differences and the nature of relatedness
O.e.. degree of distress) was the major purpose of the study. Punctu .
•tion was defined as a way of grouping seguences of interactions
Punctuationa, differences were operational^ by measuring couples'
causal explanations and attributions of reshnnclMiitUIS 07 s Ponsibili.ty concerning their
own interactions.
Twenty distressed and non-distressed couples, matched on age, in-
come, education, and length of relationship, participated in an inten-
sive three-hour interview which was conducted at their home. All parti-
cipants were administered two relationship measures to determine the
degree of distress. The interview involved: generating issues of im-
portant differences, ranking issues for degree of importance, improvisa-
tiona, role-plays of interactions on two issues (most and least import-
ant), responses to open-ended questions about "self and "other" per-
spectives, and rankings of causal explanations and attributions of re-
sponsibility about the interactions.
The major findings of the study indicated that the nature of rela-
tedness, as defined by degree of distress, was associated with the punc-
tuation of interactions by the communicants; this confirmed a communica-
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tUm theory axiom. Djstressed CQup , es were^ ^^ ^ ^
causa! types to explain each other , s behavfor
al differences), while the non-distressed differed in the use of the
causal explanations (second-order punotuational differences) The
study showed that the instance of an issue had as marked an effect on
the punctuation process as did level of distress alone.
Overall, couples in distress tended to view their interactions in
causa, linear terms, failed to reach a resolution on issues, and viewed
each other as responsible for the interactions. Differences were not
easily accepted and were regarded as irritants. Non-distressed couples
were found to employ si.ilar linear causal explanations, only that these
partners tended to cogent more frequently on their transactions. Clear
outcomes from discussions were frequent as was sharing of the responsi-
bility for behavioral exchanges.
The study suggests that what may determine distress in relatedness
may not be actual d1 fferences in punctuation, as Watzlawick et al..
(1967) proposed. Other factors, such as situational concerns and the
nature of the issue, appear to have an important effect on the way in-
dividuals unitize their interactions. For example, some couples punc-
tuated their interactions completely differently and acknowledged these
differences as an important aspect of their relationship. With other
couples, one member attempted to impose his/her perspective on the
other, resulting in a systematic invalidation of one member's experi-
ence. The study suggests that acknowledgement of punctuational differ-
ences may be more important than the resolution of these differences.
Additionally, the study suggests that males and females tend to ex-
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~ - sa.e relatl- onship , fferent]y
. 0
_, liSex
^ 3PParentWUh—
—
t,peS0f ca U ses u sed
tended to ra1nWze differe „ces ^ ^ ^
- « -'-«-^ >ased
,
whereas tended to^
dl
.
fferenCeS a
" ^ - '"Actions as „re re,ationaU y deter .
mined.
The reseat and Cinica, i mpIfcat1ons of th6se^^ ^
cussed. The notion of punctuational differences was reassessed and a
-ta-co^unicationa, framework was presented ^ ^ ^ ^
curate,, describe the dyadic processes which operate 1„ „ t couple and
family systems.
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Backaround ]nformatio n QuesUonnajre
What is your sex? 1) Male 2) Female
How old are you?
1 ) ,9-22 2) 23-26 3) 27-30 4) 31-34 5,
35-39
What is your family income? 1) $0-4,999 2) $5,000-9,999 3)
$10,000-14,999 4) $15,000-19,999 5) over $20,000
What geographical region are you from? 1) Northeast 2) Midwest
3) Southeast and Southwest 4) West and Pacific U.S.A. 5) out-
side U.S.A.
During most of your childhood, were you raised in family in which
your parents 1) lived together 2) were separated, divorced,
widowed or did not raise you
Are you 1) living alone 2) married 3) divorced, separated 4)
widowed 5) living with opposite sex person (intimate)
What is your religious background? 1) Roman Catholic 2) Jewish
3) Protestant, Episcopalian, Eastern Orthodox (all non-Roman Catho-
lic Christian denominations, including Mormon, Quaker, Unitarian,
Jehovah's Witness, Seventh-Day Adventist, etc.) 4) Atheist-agnos-
tic and unaffiliated 5) Other (Islam, Buddhism, and all other non-
Judaeo-Christian religions)
Were you born 1) White American, non-Spanish origin 2) Black
American, non-Spanish origin 3) Spanish-American or of Latin
birth 4) Other
How long have you lived with your partner? 1) 6 months-1 year 2)
2-3 years 3) 3-5 years 4) 5-7 years 5) more than 7 years
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10. How large was your immediate family?
, uy
' (number of sib-
lings)
11. What was your birth order? 1) first.born 2) tMbtn
,j
third-born 4) fourth-born 5) other (specify)
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Areas of Change Questionnaire
often or not often enough? %lr eiawle ~
'"ay
"J^ either t0°because the other only takes out the "'ay be ^satisfied
wanted would be that this beh™, nl n
9 9
°
nCe a week
-
Tne chan9e
one might be dissatisfied because h» °Z ^°£leJl- 0" the other hand,
cleaning uo the hou e in this cte%h»
t0
° much time was^
behavior occur less often n ThJ r, t ^l Wa " ted would be that this
If vou are satisfied with your partner's performance or f an itlm Unot relevant to you, check the zero point on the scale"
ticuW are^ln^J^If^d y0Ur Peer's performance in a par-icu ar rea, indicate the direction of change you would like in his(her) behavior. Use the rating scale accompanying each item? f youwould prefer to see a particular behavior occur less often make a Zrkmark (/on the "minus" half of the rating scale a indicate how oftenyou would like this behavior to occur. If you would prefer to see aparticular behavior occur more often, make a check mark on the "plus"half of the rating scale to indicate how often you would like this be-havior to occur. Finally, as you go through the list, please indicatewhich items you consider to be major in your relationship 1 cn
***********
I_ want my partne r to:
Major
Item
. . .participate in de-
cisions about spending
money.
-3 -2
-1 0 +1 +2 +3
much
less
much
more
. . .spend time keeping
the house clean.
+3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2 -3
much
more
much
less
. . .have meals ready on
time
.
-3 -2
-1 0 +1 +2 '+3
much
less
much
more
I wan! £0Z JPjrtner to:
much
less rnuch
more
• •
.pay attention to his -3
-2
-1 n 4l L0 —(her) appearance.
^
U • ! 5 ±1 ±2 +3 / /
5
-
. . .hit me.
murh • —
much
much — i /-/
more
less
6
-
•
•
.get together with my +3 +2 +l n i o . —
much
more
less
7.
.
. .pay the bills on
time.
8.
.
.
,p
meal s.
-3
-2
_1
1
n +
1
+2 +3
much
less
much
more
-3
-2
1
n .1.1 +2 +3
much
1 ess
much
more
+3 +2 + 1r 1 n -
1 -2
-3
much
more
much
less
-3
-2
1 n + 1 i o
•Cm +3
much
1 ess
much
more
+3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2
-3
much
more
much
less
-3 -2
-1 0 +1 +2 +3
much
less
rnuch
more
+3 +2 H 0 -1 -2
-3
much
more
much
less
+3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2
-3
much
more
mucin
less
-3 -2
-1 0 +1 +2 +3
9.
.
.
.start interesting
,
conversations with me. ! ~
things I do well
. . .get togethe
relatives
.
13.
. . .have sexual
with me.
14.
. . .drink.
. . . .work late.
much
' Gss more
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1 want my_ pjn^tner to:
16. get together with his
(her) friends.
"17.
. .
.help with housework
when asked.
18.
19.
20
.argue with me.
. . .engage in extra-
marital sexual relation-
ships
.
. . .spend time with his
(her) friends.
21.
.
. .pay attention to my
sexual needs.
22,
23
. .
.to give me attention
when I need it.
. . .assume responsibility
for finances.
24.
. . .leave me time to my-
sel f
.
25.
. . .agree to do things I
1 ike when we go out to-
gether.
26.
. . .accept praise.
27.
. . .accomplish his (her)
responsibilities promptly
-3
-2
-1 0 +1 +?
' 5 /_/much
loco much
more
-3
-2
-1 0 +1 + 7
' o 1 1much
less
much
more
+ 3 +2 +1 0 -1 c - j 1 7/ /much
more
much
less
+3
much
more
+2 +1 0 -1
-2 _3 / /
much
1 ess
+3 +2 +1 0 -1 _2
/ /
much
more
much
less
-3
-2
-1 0 +1 +2 + 3 l~T/ /
much
less
much
more
+3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2 _3 l~T
/ /
much
more
much
less
-3
-2
-1 0 +1 +2 +3 l~T
I /
much
1 ess
much
more
+ 3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2
_3
/ /
much
more
much
1 ess
-3
-2
-1 0 +1 +2 +3 l~T
/ /
much
1 ess
much
more
+ 0 j_ i+c +1 0 -1 -2 -3 u
much
more
much
less
+3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2 -3 n
much
more
much
1 ess
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I wa nt my_ partner to
:
28,
29
30.
• •
.help m planning our -3
-2
-1 n +1 x9 „ —free time. --^-^ ! °
.
+1 +2 4-3 /j
less much
more
. .
.express his (her)
-3 _? l n xi —
emotions clearly.
^Eh~^~~ - ±? :t3 /_/
less lUChmore
. .
-have non-sexual rela- +3 +2 +1 n i o , ,-rtionships with men. mT^ ~ - =± d /_/™ucn
much
more
less
31.
. .
.spend time with me.
-3
-2
-1 o +1 +2 +3
much —
fiwcIT
~
less
more
32. come to meals on ±3__±2_lL_o__J _ 2 _ 3 -j
™& 1 sar
more
1 ess
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I would please my_ partner If I
. .
.participated in deci-
-3-2 1 n n
sions about spending ^ ~ ±J iL__±3 Q
money.
1 ess
much
more
2. • • .spent time keepinq
-3-2 i n ^
the house clean.
9 2
"3 9___±] iL__±3 /T
less
much
more
3.
. .
.had meals ready on +3 +2 +1 n 1 <? 9time.
—jj L ° - 1 "* "j. O
much
less
.paid attention to -3-2
my appearance. JbT^—d— *2 tj / /"1ucn
much
less
more
5- .hit him (her). +3 + 2 +1 0 ^ 2
much
nuBi
U
more less
6.
. .
got together with his -3
-2
-1 0 +1 +? + i n(her) friends. ! ' ~ -3
- U
,
uv*" much
1 esslca3
more
7.
. .
.paid the bills on +3 +2+10-1 2 \ ntime. -zrpz 1 JL il Umucn
much
more less
8.
. .
.prepared interesting +3+2+10 1 ? -3 #-7
meals
' S55R
zi
~^UcT °
more less
9.
. .
.started interesting +3 +2 +1 0
-1 2 3 /~T
sations with hirr " — '- 1
(her)
.
conver m mTicF mucn
more less
10
-
•
•
-went out with him -3
-2
-1 0 +i + 2 +3 rj(her). mucn — much
' ess mere
11
. .
.gave him (her) appre- +3 +2 +1 0 -1
-2 3 l~l
Vt^A f° r t,h,1n9S he mucT— mucF
~
(she) does well
. more
l ess
12.
.
.
.got together with my -3 -2
-i 0 +1 +2 +3 l~JNatives. 553 ^ ^
l ess more
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1 would please my_ partner i f I
13.
.
.
.had sexual relations
with him (her)
14.
. . .drank.
15.
. . .worked late,
16.
.got together with his
(her) relatives.
17. .. .helped with housework
when asked.
A -2 -1 0 +1
much
1 ess
-3
much
1 ess
much
0 -1
more
+3 + 2 +i
much
more
0 -1
-3
-2 -1 0 +1
much
less
18,
19
20
argued with him (her). +3 +2 +l
much
more
. . .engaged in extra-
marital sexual relation-
shi ps
.
. . .spent time with my
friends
.
+3 +2 +1
much
more
much
more
J 0 +1 +2 11 / /
much
more
•i* n
much
less
A U
much
1 ess
+2 +3 n
much
more
0 -1 -2 a n
much
less
0 -1 -2 - 3 l~J
+3 +2 +1 Q
-1 -2
much
~
more
much
less
-3 /_/
much
less
21.
.
. .paid attention to his
(her) sexual needs.
22.
. . .gave him (her) at-
tention when he (she)
needs it.
23.
. . .assumed responsibil
ity for finances.
24.
. . .left him (her) to him-
self (herself)
-3
-2 -1 Q +1 +2 +3 rj
much
less
much
more
+3 +2 +1 Q -1 -2 -3 l~J
much fj^h"
—
more i ess
-1 0 +1 +2 +3 f~J
much
less
much
more
3 -2 A 0 +] +2 +3 l~[
much
less
much
more
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I would, please my partner If i
25.
. agreed to do things
he (she) likes when we go
out together.
26.
. . .accepted praise.
27.
. . .accomplished my re-
sponsibilities promptly.
28.
. . .helped in planning
our free time.
29.
. . .expressed my emotions
clearly.
30.
. .
.had non-sexual rela-
tionships with men (wo-
men)
.
31
.
. . .spent time with him
(her)
.
32.
. . .came to meals on
time
.
+3 +2_
much
more
-3
-2
rnucTT"
less
+ 3 +2
+1 0
-l
-3
- 1
-2 « n
much
more
±3 +2 +i Q
much
more
+3 +2 +1 o
much
more
much
less
J_0+1 +2 ±3 //
much
more
+1 0 -1 -2
much
1 ess
•3 Q
A I I
much
1 ess
J -2 -3 rj
much
less
±3 +2 +1 Q - i _ 2
much ' ' " ~
mo re
i n
much
less
•_2 A 0 +1 +2 +3 [Jmuch
less
-3
-2
-1 Q +i + ?
much
less
much
more
much
more
+3 / /
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RelaJtional_ ijiyentory_
NAME
SFX: Male Female (circle one)
happiness" evening ^iSi^^S beSt dCSCn' bGS thG Of
middle po nt, "happy?""Sorest Vht Z PTf nt rel ^ionship. The
people experience In a t ^
grGe
° f ^PPiness which most
-nc^i^1h^^^i°^ h^
th ° Se *
Very
Unhappy
Happy
I'er fectly
Happy
State the approximate extent of agreement or disagreement between <and your partner on the following items. Please check eid! line
Y
Always Almost
Agree Always
Agree
2. Handling family
finances
3. Matter" of rec-
reation
4. Demonstration of
affectjon
5. Friends
"
6. Sex relations"
7. Conventionality
(right, good,
or proper con-
duct)
8. Philosophy of
Irfe
9. Ways of dealing"
with relatives
(jn-laws)
Occa- Fre-
sionally quently
Disagree Dis-
agree
Almost Always
Always Ois-
Dis- agree
10. When disagreements arise, they usually result in
Male gives in Female gives in Agreement by mutual
give/ take
(circle)
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Do you and your partner engage in outside interests together:
all of them some of them very few of them (circle)
none of them
In leisure time do you prefer:
to be on the go to stay at home
,
. . >
(ci rcle)
Do you ever wish you had not entered this relationship?
Frequently Occasionally Rarely Never (circle)
If you had your life to live over, do you think you would:
live with live with Not live
same person someone else with anyone (circle)
Do you confide with your partner:
Almost Rarely In most In
Never things everything (circle)
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Description of Issue
as you did.
Clear how and why you felt and reacted
1; describe howm feU about the issue before the actual discussion.
2. Describe how you .felt and acted during the discussion of the issue
T,lZ'\\Tt ^fi^\and ac ,ted a «er the actual discussion of theissue. Wha finally happened? How did it turn out?
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Description of Issue
In the preceding page, you described your feelW *nH
a specific issue with your partner Mm!\1 ?,l ?2 ,?,nd reactl ons abouthow you felt^J^^% nfl^c5^ UkQ to describe
4. Describe how you think vour partner fP l t ahn„+ *h« •
actual discussion of thFUsSIr^ 1SSue ^-efore the
Describe how you think your partner felt and acted after the actualdiscussion of the issue. Wh^Tb-you think your parTnTF" s view waof what finally happened? What do you think was your partner's
view of how it turned out?
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Causal Rankings for Sel f
Pleas^arr&Yn
glL°I IS^XT* ""'I Cate*"^-ble causes that affected how vouin?erI??J y° U See these as P°«1-
item should be the one you W Fmost r n«i ^ Partner ' The first
What do you see as ^ jSf^„H^
1. lhe situation influenced mv behavior Ho., i ™
fluenced bv th P ?itnatiJ!f S 1 1 commumcated was in-
«. • .
OR
I H^!
u
f
was ^fluencing my behavior. When confronted with this
an£th?ng I™'.
reSP° nd m° re beC3USe
°
f the issue than ^se of
3. How I behaved/communicated was influenced by characteroloqical(e g., insecurity, irritability, laziness, etc.) aspects of myself
terns" etc?)" ^
habUS (e ' 9 " nerV° US habits
'
behavlo/pSt-
OR
How I behaved/communicated was influenced by my own personal pref-
erence (e.g., personal criteria, likes/dislikes, tastes, etc.) and/
or my own personal beliefs (e.g., ethical principles, religious be-liefs, beliefs about people, etc.).
4. The way we interacted caused how I felt or behaved towards partner
How I communicated was caused by my influence on oartner and my
partner's influence on me, or my behavior was caused by my part-
ner s wish to change my behavior and my wish to chanqe partner's
behavior.
OR
Certain aspects of our relationship were causing how I behaved and/
or felt. How I communicated was influenced by my and/or my part-
ner's need or wish to discuss the relationship or examine the re-
lationship, or my behavior was caused by my and/or my partner's
feelings about the relationship.
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Causal Rankings for Partner
1
sible causes that affected hn! J cco,dln 9 to how you see these as pos-
you. The item "nked "rst sho^hl5^ lnte™cted/°ehaved towards
proxlnates what was cau ing lour JrtrltV"!. feel mst c,osel y *P-Itm ranked last shou d be th^ne^of-?PP? ifT (s)he did - ^efee, was causing your j^TbJEve as (s)hetd?5frwrt" t« w"« you
nl^^L^wa^inHu'enced^he^^1;^^^^^
0
" "°
W Part"<*
teractions and/or by thedemand ^d roles tLT9 t0 r°' e
- p,ay in "
Mm (her) in this particular discussion 6XP6Cted from
T . . OR
lor hZT'I^ C°ntext or %*stm Influenced my partner's behav
wUh'thit ktnd'of
1
^ 1
'"
9 ^ Partner
'
s behavior. When confronted
Ten becLse^'f^thing SlsT' ™ beCMM ° ? ^^
How partner behaved/communicated was influenced by characteroloaic
al (e.g., insecurity, irritability, laziness, etc ) aspects of 2partner and/or by my partner's own persona reference^ per-sonal criteria, likes/dislikes, tastes, etc )
9 " P
OR
3.
How partner behaved was caused by his/her personal preference (e q
ersona Zutfl'lJI^ 1 ^ • etc ''» ^s her own'
rcs^^S: 9 -' ethlcal pnnciples ' religious beliefs > be -
The way we interacted caused how partner felt or behaved towards
me. How partner communicated was caused by partner's influence on
me and my influence on partner, or partner's behavior was caused bypartner s wish to change my behavior and my wish to chanqe part-
ner's behavior.
OR
Certain aspects of our relationship were causing how partner be-
haved/communicated. How partner communicated was influenced by my
and/or my partner's need or wish to discuss the relationship or ex-
amine relationship issues, or partner's behavior was caused by my
and/or my partner's feelings about the relationship.
164
Responsibility for Behavior-
-Self
respond W&Vil^lX^* ^^ "
partner and/o? for havi g S t Z?0" did toward yourcheck the item that best deJnh^ h°, partner as you did. Please
the interactions
escribes how respons,ble you felt concerning
^Twlwrfn) ' beh3Ved 3 Cert3in «» toward part-
ing lhtt 1 was fulFl:e^o7i?TblTfo>' having been thT^Tv
rbena^d^
6
^ Pm aCted °nl' """W iMSdTSL
2
' fa^.BTwl1Tmfi n) I beh3Ved j " a ^ toward
IwllSthV*T part1al1 Jr '
:«i^ibT^^
haved
W3y Partner acted a,so influenced how I be-
3
'
^Twlfmrf in! b6haVed in 3 certa,n
bu^h a f
h
?L
r
,
WaS n°t~'-^ul|i^l« for having been this way
'
haved
y P r aCted direct, y influenced how I be-
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I!
l!ltej^£tiojTal_ Vignet tes
Be,ow are examples of couple interactions used as stilus Serial
to chec. on the reliability of the causa, fra meWorx. Independent rater$
were as ked to read each vignette and make a judgment about causality
using the causa, typology (refer to page 38 of the METHOD section).
Context
But you know, our backgrounds are so dissimilar. We have a tend-
ency to look at things very differently. I am a Midwesterner and
she's an Easterner and I have a Protestant background and she has
a Jewish background. And I don't know exactly what parts of it had
to what but I.
.
.oh.
. .somethings that we sometimes disagree on
are ah.
.
.there's an attitude that Midwes terriers have.
. .the way
it looks to us is that you should be friendly with people, you
should be open to people. However, from her point of view, I think,
we are never deep with people. And so we have a problem that way,
cause she thinks
W: (interrupts) Not honest.
. .
H: Or honest, right.
. . .
that my relationships are superficial and
dishonest. And ah, I have trouble having those kinds of relation-
ships cause I'm very uncomfortable being at odds with people, cause
where I was brought up, you just didn't do that.
Interactiona l
W: I sort of need someone to teach me how not to cry so much.
H: And you lean back on me all the time. What we need to do is ex-
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change souls or something for a while.
W: Yeah. Wei,, maybe part of the reason why ^^^ ^ ^
me if something annoyed you is cause I would get too upset about
it.
H: Yeah. I feel really rotten, it affects you and how you feel. Then
you become, a lot of times, overly dramatic about it.
W: Hmm. Shit.
H: (Laughs)
W: I don't know. I don't know what to say.
H: I think you are doing it now.
W: Being too dramatic.
H: Yeah, the way you said it.
W: Well, it's part of what we are talking about as far as getting in
a rut, it's like an emotional rut, getting stuck in a pattern. And
it is hard to see when you get stuck in patterns. And it is hard
to change them.
H: What's an emotional rut?
W: That I get too upset too easily and that you hold back your emo-
tions too much and therefore they feed into each other. You hold
back your emotions more because I get upset too easily.
H: Hmmm.
W: And when our patterns feed into each other it is really hard to
change them. It's putting an effort on both of our parts. Like if
you express something that is bothering'you, then I have to make a
greater effort not to get upset. And if I don't get upset you
would be more willing to express your emotions.
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H: (Laughs) It's a circle.
W: It's a circle and it's trying to block us.
Ind ividual
And, of course work is more important.
It's not more important. It's just that it takes my time.
Well, it has to be if you're late. You forget about us. You did
not even call me on the phone to say that you were going to be
late.
A: I know. I 'm sorry. Ah.
B: But it's going to happen again next week. You'll say: "I'm going
to be home on time, startrng now." Three days go by, two days go
by and then it's all over again.
A: It happens. I think I'm getting better
(Laughs) I don't know.
You don't know.
Well, do you want me to make you supper or not?
I don't think, I think you should realize.
But how can I plan meals? And how can I plan for S to be on time?
He's on a schedule anymore, always feeding him whenever you're get-
ting home.
A: You always said you didn't want to have a schedule.
S i ghs
But, ah.
.
,but if it looks like I'm going to be late, feed him.
Well, why can't you call me and tell me you're going to be late?
I do call you some of the time.
AB
A
B
A
B
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B: Very few times.
I know, I know.
Cause you always forget.
I do forget times.
But you don't forget the ti.es you're supposed to go to work.
No, the alarm clock is there.
(Laughs) Cause t nag you that you're gonna be late. Cut I can't
Plan ml, if you can't tell me you're gonna be ho„,e at certain
times and you don't show up until an hour and a half later.
A: Well, I would say that I haven't been an hour and a half late for
a long time.
B: But that doesn't mean you're not gonna be late next week.
A: Well, that's right. It doesn' t mean that. But you also get upset
when I do tell you that I'm going to be late.
Issues
H: Well, you know I don't, you don't like me masturbating. So, you
know you don't. So, it's gotta be that we have sex more often.
Every two days, like the doctor told me, following doctor's orders.
Ah.
.
.
W: (Laughs) I'm embarrassed.
II: You're embarrassed!
W: Yeah (some laughter).
H: But. Ah, you know, it just makes things difficult on me.
W: Why should 1 have sex if I don't feel like it? Don't I have the
right to say no, if I don't feel like it.
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H:
^,1, it's just difficult on me. I do „. tlikedo1ng1tonewayand
tf to goes two or three days, then I end up disturbing you a„
night.
W: Right. Well, I suppose that I would rather.
(Simultaneously) Give in
(Simultaneously) Give in then have ny sleep bothered. You keep
touching me in your sleep, and you don't even wake up and l>m kept
awake all night.
H: But then going back to what we were talking about before, you just
say: "No" or "Come on and get it over with."
W: Well, I can't force feelings.
, can say it's all right with me but
I can't force myself into feeling romantic and loving, if I don't
feel it. If I don't feel sexy, I don't feel sexy. In that case
you can use my body, but you can't force me to turn on. My body
is not going to react. I'd like it to but sometimes it's just not
possible.
. .
H: Can you understand, though, why it makes me feel bad?
W: Sure. You feel like I'm rejecting you instead of just rejecting
the idea of sex.
H: So you can understand.
W: Yeah, I know.
H: You can understand why I need to.
W: Sure.
H: Do you
W: I can understand why sometimes I don't want to. So what happens.
H: I can understand that, You feel that sex is a private act and then
171
I wind up masturbating.
Well, I don't care what you do as long as you don't do it in front
of me (laughs).
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CASE PRESENTATION
Th„ section presents case mat<,, al and fu11 .length jnteract1ons
fro, two interviews conducted with coupIe, These ^^ ^
been selected to illustrate the type of materia,
, both
quantitative, that e.erged from the structured interviews.
Sartj, and M . A Nojvdi^tressed Couple
This couple was reached through friends who had participated in the
study and had supplied the investigator with their names. When they
were contacted, the specifics of the study were explained, some hasic
olographic data were obtained, and an interview time was arranged at
their home.
Sally and Mel are an attractive couple in their mid-twenties, and
have been living together for approximately four years. Both have some
college education, but neither have student status; although they live
in a university community.
Mel is from the Midwest, of Protestant background, and has three
siblings of which he is the third. Susan is from the East, of Jewish
background and has two siblings of which she is the third. Both indi-
cated that during their childhood both parents were living at home.
Also, they identify themselves with a Quaker-humanist view of the world.
During the time of the interview, Mel was technically unemployed,
though he worked as a babysitter for children of neighboring families.
Early in the morning, parents would drop off their children at the cou-
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Pie's hone; this meant that Me! spent a great deal of tta at home
while Sally worked. She held a job working as an aide in a special
school for pre-adolescent and adolescent children with behavior prob-
lems
.
Sally and Mel seemed very aware of the reversal of roles in their
relationship, in that Sally was the head of the household and Mel stayed
home babysitting. While each indicated a moderate degree of satisfac-
tion in their relationship, they also indicated wanting changes from
each other. It was interesting to note that both wanted essentially the
same thing from the other; this concerned their handling of family fi-
nances, housework, getting together with friends, and leaving time open
for individual pursuits. Sally also indicated wanting Mel to accept
praise and develop more friendships with men.
Below, the interview begins after procedural issues have been dis-
cussed. These included the format of the interview, the tape recording,
and the completion of the questionnaires. The dialogue opens with a
discussion aimed at generating issues over which they may have differ-
ences of opinion. Comments by Mel, Sally, and the interviewer are de-
noted with the following letters—M, F, and G-respectively
.
Interview
Dissertation Couple #3
Date Interviewed: 8/3/76
Generatin g Issues
G: What I would like you to do now is to generate areas in which you
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have different points of view.
F: Yeah.
G: Where you disagree.
M: OK.
F: Yeah.
M: OK.
G= OK, and just generate five of them. So what are areas in which
there may be some disagreement?
F: I'm curious to see what you have to say.
M: Ahm, an area for me is that Sa„y would say that I don't express my
emotions enough and I kind of leave things clogged up.
G: Hmmm.
H: For a while and then once in a while what I do is to take it out on
Sally. Instead of when something is happening that she does that
annoys me instead of telling her, I put it off, when I try to tell
her and she asks why does it annoy you? Then I say: "Oh, just for-
get it." And I let it go.
:
One thing that I put down as being fairly major was, cause we go
over a lot about the things with friends, just not having enough
friends
.
Hmmm.
Right.
Fortunately, somebody that we really like just moved in around the
corner so that's good company.
How does that get talked about in terms of not having enough friends?
Well, I think Mel is more antisocial than I am (laughs). And ah.
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It's just really hard to meet people esmirij.ii u, pecially when we are not in
school
.
Yeah
And we don't always like the same people.
Hmmm.
Ifsnot we don't li ke the same people if you are not in school
where do you begin to look for friends? Neither of us enjoy sitting
in bars, night after night and meeting those kind of people and try-
ing to make friends or force yourself to make friends. But ah.
. .
I don't know, I think, you keep, I think we do have friends. I
think there is a difference when people say this is my friend when
it is really an acquaintance or somebody they meet maybe once or
twice. And they are considered really close friends. I think the
people that we do like are close friends.
F: But I would like to spend more time. Jean for instance.
Yeah.
Things like that.
Yeah, but she moved to Sunderland.
Yeah, but when we start making friends, I don't think we pursue it
enough. And then sometimes I get really strung out for a friend and
I wind up spending a lot of time with someone I don't like that
much
.
G: Hmmm.
F: Like Sandy is a real good friend and she lives all the way out in
Goshen and we don't.
. .
M: Hmmm. Yeah.
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F: even get to see her mUch. Oh.
. .so it's an issue because it's a
.
frustration and it really bothers me because it makes us much more
dependent on each other.
G: Hmmm.
F: For
.11 our emotional needs and it's not healthy and I think that it
causes us to squabble a lot. And there is just nobody else to talk
to and, so it's not good.
G: What else is an issue?
M: You know when I spoke to you I couldn't find any many major issues
like when it comes to money, if I know Sally really wants something
then I work my ass off so she can get it too and visa versa. She
does the same for me.
Uh hum.
As far as meals go we never really plan.
I know what I would like, I'd like you to do more of the cooking
(laughs)
M: (Laughs) I put down, yeah, I put the same thing down that I should
do a little more cooking. But, I just began to do cooking and
stuff. But I don't really consider it a major issue.
F: No, no.
M: 0r
- •
- an
- •
-well. I put down that I would like to see you do more
house cleaning.
F: Yes. I put down that I should do more house cleaning (laughs).
(Laughs)
But those aren't major.
Yeah, but what you're talking about are issues in terms of household
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responsibilities.
F: Yeah.
•: m ten. of what you do or don't do and the same for you
F: Yeah.
G: Division of labor, probably.
M: (Laughs)
ft Yeah. well, one issue that I put down was not that I express
,„y
emotions dearly but that 1 express then, too da„,n ,„uch (laughs).
Yeah, I put that down that you do.
Yeah, I spend too much time with my emotions. I get too caught up
in them.
M:
F:
G: Hmmm.
F: So, you feel that's an issue.
M: Yeah, I think so.
G: You are too expressive?
F: Yeah. Not only too expressive I get too deeply involved. I loose
any objectivity. (Interruption)
G: So that is four issues.
F: I'm hard pressed to think of any more.
I can't think of any other issues.
F: I know an issue, it's not a problem.
G: Well, it doesn't have to be a problem.
OK. An issue is getting married. Sometimes we agree and other
times we disagree. Sometimes I want to and other times Mel
wants to and I don't (laughs).
(Laughs)
M
F
FM
G
F
G
F
M
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Tliat's an issue.
It's something we talk about.
Hmmm.
OK.
U that an issue? Maybe a better issue would be directions.
Ah direction in which we are going.
What do you mean?
Ah.
Exactly what we are going to be doing. Now that V m out of school,
what course are we going to start taking? should we leave the area?
What are we doing with our lives? I don't want to spend my life do-
ing manual labor. Ah.
. .should we leave the area and move to an-
other state to look for a job for Sally or something, just where are
we going to go.
And then it was me. I've been having a lot of conflict lately over
my own personal direction. Ah.
. .1 used to be, I guess I went
through a period of being really wild. And then since we just
stopped having sex with a lot of different people and we were get-
ting into drugs a lot, and since, we have been together. That just
stopped really suddenly. And it's just kind of hitting me recently
that what about me changed because of the relationship and what
would have changed anyhow. And if I want all the changes that I've
made, because I'm very easily influenced. And I'm trying to sort out
my own personality. If I'm changing cause Mel influenced me or is
it the way I wanted to change and how do I want to go now. Do I
want to go back to being a drug freak again? Do I want to be a
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Quaker who is
,11 pure and nice? Or do I want to be soaewhere in
between? So.
. .1 ra in,y, that's sort of my own issue. And that's
something I have to sort out.
Sounds like it's your issue and that it's a relationship issue in
part. And that direction in terms of the relationship is also an
issue. It is sort of connected.
Yeah.
Yeah.
Yeah. Like are we stagnating? And how do you know when you are
stagnating?
G: Wen, we can call that personal or relational stagnation. Maybe, I
don't like stagnation.
F: Maybe just direction.
G: Yeah. Personal and relational direction. It sounds like you are
also thinking in terms of your personal direction.
M: Uhm hum.
F: Yeah.
G: In terms of yourself and in terms of the relationship.
F: Yeah. Where do we go from here? School was pretty much directed.
G: Yeah.
F: And now there are a lot more choices.
G: Ahn. OK. I'd like you to look at these and rank them, Mel. In
terms of what is most important or intense for you.
The couple was asked to rank order the five issues (i.e., friends,
housework, personal directions, Mel's difficulty with feelings and
Sally's tendency to overreact) in terms of most to least importance.
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you
The rankings were done first individually and then
They perform the joint task with little difficulty. Mel's „nt
two choices, which differed fro, Sally's, beca.ne the joint choices
While they „,ade these changes in an adhere of discussing what was
-ore 1mportant for their relationship, Sally was the person that "he-
haviorally" yielded to Mel's choices.
liitei^ctions: Issue #5 : Division of Labor
B« OK. Let's begin with the issue that was jointly ranked last~di-
vision of labor.
F: Uhm hum.
S: S
° ^ d°n,t y°U taU about « I wasn't here, as much as
can do that. Try to get into the issue as it would naturally arise
between the both of you.
F: He should do more cooking and I should do more housework.
G: Yeah, that kind of thing.
M: (Laughs)
G: And just talk about it, role-play it, as if I was not here.
F: Uhm hum.
Do the dishes or I'll break your nose (laughs).
(Laughs) No, I come home feeling like you should do the dishes. But
I know you, I think we both have been getting into this ego trip
where you feel like you're working and I feel like I'm working and
neither one of us feels like doing the dishes (laughs).
(Laughs) That's why they pile up so much.
F: Yeah. I know. And then, particularly with the working thing I've
M:
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been maybe putting some things on you.
* "ell, I just don't think it comes down to dishes. It's also
straightening up, putting clothes away, vacuuming. And after I
Pick up after the kids all day and I go in the kitchen and there
are dirty dishes to do from the kids and from the morning.
, don . t
know, I usually Jmt , eave them cause I figure that if you come
home you could do the dishes. But also, I figure too, supper has to
be made, also.
F: Hmmm.
M: Or something has to be made so we can, and I should take that re-
sponsibility of either doing the dishes or making supper. Vm us-
ually too tired to do either.
F: I feel that you should do one or the other cause I feel that part of
your job is maintaining the house after the kids destroy it, cause I
do cleaning all day at work after the kids I work with.
M: Yeah, but you live here.
I know I live here.
(Simultaneously) But you help dirty it.
(Simultaneously) But you work here. Well, true.
I mean, with some days when you start work at two in the afternoon
there is.
.
.
F: That's really a problem because I don't know how we are going to
deal with this. Because when I work, like last night I came home
and I went to sleep and I worked all morning and I worked all even-
ing. And it happened to be an easy day at work, but sometimes they
are really hard. And then for me to come home and go to sleep it's
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"Ot fair. just that I have a totally different schedule
,f
I work all morning It's not right. Ifs like I think we're both
rest. And if I work in the evening I should rest during the day
Cause otherwise Vm not resting at all. , didn't rest at all yes-
terday.
M: Hmmm.
F: And I fee, very oppressed by it and I'm over feeling it, but, and
there just has to be some ti me for me to rest. Otherwise l<n g0 nna
feel like I should start staying at work and start living there. I
don't want to work 24 hours.
H: I don't think it is you yourself that you have so much to do all
the time. You have to get this done and this and this. And the
table has to be sanded and the dresser has to be sanded. You keep
building it up and you feel like it has to be done.
F: (Interrupts) I don't care about the damn dresser cause we didn't
start it.
Yeah, but.
It's when something is started that I want it finished.
But then you feel like it has to be done within that week or right
away. And then you start to overdramati ze the whole issue.
F: Yeah. But see you keep starting new projects and all I'm saying is
that I want the old ones finished before we start something new and
that is now what has been happening.
M: Hmmm. But that has nothing to do with housework (laughs).
F: (Laughs) OK. Housework, back to housework. Yes, I admit I am too
M:
F:
M:
F:
F
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dirty and sloppy.
It is just picking up a little more after yourself.
Well, it is also, like vacuumina ThPrp ic =.ig
'
l e e ls a] ways something I would
rather be doing (laughs).
There is always something I would rather be doing too.
Well, maybe we should just live in a little more dirt (laughs). No
I agree that it's nicer if the house is clean. And I ought to wo*
on it more. But I don't like to.
M: (Laughs)
It used to be that, when we were in school, that we cleaned Satur-
day morning (laughs)
.
But that was not a very good solution. I'd
like it if we keep up with the dishes. It might be a good idea to
go back to scheduling work the way we used to.
Hmmm. You do the dishes, I do the cooking.
F: Yeah, alternate days doing dishes.
M: You do the dishes and I do all the cooking.
F: But I don't eat here most nights (laughs).
M: (Laughs)
F: I eat at work.
Ahm, yeah, when you get home you are staggered.
F: Of course, the days that I work evenings that changes things.
M: Well, if the kids are quiet.
F: See, also, it's part of your job cause a lot of those dishes are
made by the kids. So maybe what we could do, and our problem is
that we get too behind on the dishes, and if one of us did the
dishes every evening and you did the dishes after the kids leave.
M
M
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You could even do dishes when the kids are here.
M: That's true.
F: Vou used to do that when you took care of Sandy. B«t of course tak
mg care of the both of then, is a whole different thing.
Hi So you realize you have to start doing more.
F: I know I should be doing more housework. I've known it all along.
I just don't like to (laughs).
Hi But you always consider housework to do the dishes and that is what
you mainly go for. If the dishes are dirty and you do the dishes,
you consider your housework over.
F: Yeah.
M: And if your clothes aren't picked up in the bedroom or put in the
laundry or
F: (Interrupts) Well you go through times when you are incredible
about the clothes in the bedroom (laughs).
M: (Laughs) But the rest of the house is clean.
F: Ah, OK, as for the laundry, I used to, either you fix the washing
•
machine or have somebody else fix it. But I want that to get done
because we need to wash clothes.
M: Yeah.
F: And that is one of the things that is really a problem. You say you
are going to take, you commit yourself. We both do it, it's commit-
ting ourselves to more than we can handle. We both do that a lot.
As far as the cooking, that's not a major issue. It just would be
nice if you cooked a little more, cause.
. .
M: Yeah, that would be
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F: It would be nice.
M: Alright.
F: Well there is one more thing with that.
. .which is a whole consci-
ousness which maybe 95% of the men don't have about kitchen things.
Like maybe you have a better consciousness about cleaning than i do,
but it really drives me crazy. You are total ly unconscious about
things that have to be used up. You have things.
M: (Laughs)
F: You put them in storage containers and throw them in the back of the
refrigerator and let them rot. And that's part of cooking-using
leftovers and using what needs to be cooked. Instead of cooking
what you feel like. I mean, there is a certain amount of discipline
that goes along with that.
M: Yeah. Knowing what's in the refrigerator.
F: Yeah. And really, like not opening up a new yogurt when there is
old yogurt that needs to be finished, cause the old yogurt is going
to be back there and we'll throw it away. Or you won't throw it
away, I will
.
M: (Laughs)
F: Because you will never throw it out. I mean there could be the big-
gest green mold on it.
M: (Laughs)
F: You leave it there (laughs).
M: You are right, I would.
F: OK. So that's something I would like you to do.
M: OK.
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F: OK, are we finished with that issue?
Yeah.
OK.
After the interactions, each participant was asked to describe how
they fett about the issue, how they thought their partners felt, to rank
the list of causes, and to make a Judgment concerning responsibility for
interacting as they did. Below, a sundry of responses to these gues-
tions is presented.
Mel noted that "Sal does not handle her responsibility of house
chores outside of doing the dishes or making the bed." During the dis-
cussion, he indicated: "That the issue began to drift away from topic
of her household responsibilities when I mentioned them; she also
brought out two points I fail to remember to do in my own household
'
chores. It seemed a good give and take, although we will have to go
through it again shortly." In terms of outcome, he indicated: "The
problem seemed resolved for the moment, I do need prodding to help with
the cooking and use of leftovers. We mutually agreed we should share-
me with more cooking, she more in housework."
Sally pointed out that she did not wish to take on the "housewife"
role and felt that she's "the only person who takes any responsibility
for seeing that older food gets used first." While she realizes she
should clean, she says: "I always have something I'd rather do.
I felt too busy with work to do dishes." During the discussion she
noted that: "I felt very calm. This is not a big issue and it was easy
to talk about it." Concerning the outcome of the discussion, she points
out: "We agreed that I should be doing more cleaning and Mel should
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take more of the kitchen responsibility. I think Mel is trying to cook
-ore i know
, should clean more i don , t k^ ^ ^^
to make any major changes, especially if I start to work full time in
August.
... We are going to try and alternate dishwashing."
Mel indicated feeling no responsibility while Sally shared the re-
sponsibility for interacting as they did. He ranked the issue-oriented
for "self" and "other" cause as most influential during the discussion
and Sally ranked the interactional cause as most influential for "self"
and the "situational" cause for "other."
Interactions: Issue fjj Expressive ness
G: OK, Mel keeping things clogged up was the issue. I'd like you to
role-play this issue as it normally comes up.
F: Well, I wish you had stayed in that men's group. I don ' t even know
if that kept on going. I think that it might even be a good idea
for you to go through counseling. I know you are trying but I don't
feel that you are able to open up that much more than, well.
. .you
are able to open up more than when we first got together but that is
partially because you trust me more.
M Uh hum.
But I still think that.
. .
Well, sometimes when you say I don't open up I don't know exactly
what you mean. In what manner, in what situation?
F: Just generally being able to express your emotions. For instance a
drastic, example, this is not even emotions, but as a way you keep
things bottled up. The time you burned your hand and you threw the
MM
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and ycu couldn't tell me.
M: (Laughs)
What was happening.
Well, it hurt, I couldn't.
I know but I think that is aiso an exa.pie of how you take things in
instead of.
. .
M: Yeah.
F: That you can't express it. And it is really frightening. Ah.
.
.
you know, it's not a real valid example but it's, like, the way you
relate. I mean, when things hurt inside, psychologically, you do
something. So that's how my analogy fits.
M: Yeah, but I have been telling you more.
You have been telling me more.
There has been fewer things that have been bothering me lately. Ex-
cept for the time that I was kicked out of school.
School
,
yeah
.
And then I opened up a lot, right away.
Yeah, and that was good. That was real important.
But other than that, there just hasn't been that much getting to me.
There really is not that much that should be getting to me cause fi-
nancially we are doing OK. And.
. .ah everything seems to be work-
ing out between us. I think I have come quite a ways in opening
up, to you, with my emotions. How I felt? How I am thinking? What
I would say.
I guess you have come pretty far. (Pause) It's just kind of a way
M
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of relating. I mean, you kind of find it hard to talk about even
my emotions. And I know I get into it too much, but maybe if you
were able to satisfy that need in me a little more thoroughly, every
now and then, I wouldn't be spewing it out quite as often.
M: Well, a lot of times I want to talk about it when I'm not prepared
to do it, SO.
F: Yeah. But a lot of times when you put me off, I feel like you are
not going to want to talk about it any other time either.
M: (Laughs)
F: So that maybe if you could make a point of bringing up the issue
again or something.
M: Hmmmm.
F: Cause, I don't know, just, well that was another issue with direc-
tion. I really have been wanting to talk about that. I think that
we should spend some time seriously talking about it cause.
M: I really haven't sorted it out yet.
Yeah, yeah.
I don't think you have either.
Well, that is the kind of thing, it would be nice if we could spend
time sorting things out together. And maybe you are right. Maybe I
should sort out things myself before I come over to you to talk
about it. But I just find it myself that it is an easier way to
sort things out. I have a hard time sorting things out by myself.
It's good to have someone to talk to or like a sounding board. It's
just easier for you to sort things out. Cause otherwise with me I
get hung up with one emotion and I can't get passed it and I loose
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my objectivity and when there is somebody there that's bullshit,
that's just the way you are feeling right now.
M: But I do that a lot. I think I do. I think I tell you "that's
bullshit" when I think it is.
F: Oh. Yeah. just a lot of time I feel you can't open up emotion-
ally.
M: I can't always know what you mean by that.
F: Well, I fen that, that time when I got involved with Fred, that you
had more feelings than you were willing to talk about.
Uh hum.
And I don't think you ever have.
That's true.
You know things like that. They do affect you and they affect me
and you are just not willing to share that.
M: That's true.
F: And I don't think that is the only time that it's happened. And
there is a more day-to-day level. I find it really hard, and I know
it's stupid, but I find it really hard when you storm off and you
won't tell me what's the matter. And it could be as simple as your
being hungry.
M: (Laughs)
F: And I think you are mad at me and you know I am sensitive. And if
you could just take the time to say "Leave me alone, I'm hungry" or
for you to say why you are in a bad mood. And like, generally, I
don't think you are open, not just with your emotions but with your
feelings in general. Like, you are not realistic or in touch with
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your feelings. As simple as not realizing that you are going to be
hungry in five minutes from now. When I put up something to eat,
and I ask you if you want something, and you say you are not hungry.
And as soon as I sit down to eat, all of a sudden you are hungry.
And you do that, like three or four times a week.
M: But that's not, but that.
.
F: But that, OK, it's not emotions, but it's an example of your not be-
ing in touch with your feelings. I don't think you are very in
touch with your emotions or your body. The same thing with the
alarm clock, when you think you are going to get up at six and you
finally get up at ten, you know. You just are not realistic with
yourself. And I think it extended to starting with too many pro-
jects. But that is a recent thing.
M: I don't see those as being emotional or in touch with my feelings.
They are not, they are not emotional.
I don't see it as being in touch with my feelings.
I just don't see it as being realistic with yourself. Like the food
things is a matter of being in touch with your body. And the emo-
tional things as being in touch with your mind or whatever.
Alright, this morning, when you cooked those eggs.
Ah ha.
Then I smelled the eggs. Then I got hungry (laughs) and I wasn't.
(Laughs)
But when I smelled the eggs I realized how hungry I was.
But a lot of times, I'm not that hungry but I realize that it is
about time that I'm probably going to be hungry. Like, if I'm going
M
193
out solace. And I realize that, if I to . t Mt now p- ^ gQ _
-9 to get a chance to eat; and I kn0W P. going to get hungry tn
that period of time. So I'!, eat before
, go. whereas, you'll go
out, say shopping, and then you'll get all cranky cause you are
hungry. And you haven't eaten before you left Wn= u i r . You 11 run home and
you'll be starving and you are cranky as all hell.
M: (Laughs)
F: Yeah. It is just a question of getting to know your own body. But
that is off the subject.
M: Yeah.
F: As far as emotions go, though, I think a lot of it is just the fact
of the way you were brought up. I think we've talked about that and
we've known that. And yet I think it was really good that when you
got kicked out of school you were able to cry about that first
night. And then after that, you didn't want to talk about it for
a long time, you didn't want to face up to calling your parents
about it. You didn't want me to talk about it. You did not even
tell Nancy the truth about it for a while.
M: (Laughs) Well.
F: OK. I can see doing that to an extent, I wouldn't have done it, but
I can see other people doing it. But it really seemed like you were
trying to block it out.
M: No, I think I was facing it but I was really ashamed of that.
Yeah.
I got kicked out of school and feared what people would think. We
talked about that on and off. Not why I got kicked out, but why I
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would feel that way.
F: Yeah. (Pause) I don't know, sometimes it's something that I don't
think it's anything desperate. But I think that therapy for a
while would be good for you. So you can learn that, just like with
behavior mod therapy. I think people can teach you some tools for
expressing your emotions. Ah.
. .1 think it might be good if you
learned to cry more easily. I've only seen you cry twice in the
whole time we've been together. And God knows how many times we've
(inaudible). I go too far in the opposite.
M: Right (laughs).
I sort of need someone to teach me how not to cry so much.
And you lean back on me all the time. What we need to do is ex-
change souls or something for a while.
Yeah. Well, maybe part of the reason why you don't lean on me is
because I lean on you so much that you think. ... We went through
this before that you didn't want to tell me if something annoyed you
cause I would get too upset about it.
Yeah. If I feel really rotten, it affects you and how you feel.
Then you become, a lot of times, overly dramatic about it.
F: Hmmm. Shit.
M: (Laughs, pauses).
F: I don't know. I don't know what to say.
M: I think you are doing it now.
F: Being too dramatic.
M: Yeah, the way you said that.
F: Well, it's part of what we are talking about as far as getting in a
M
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rut. (Phone interruption.) What I was going to say was that wh»n
we were talking about ruts, it's like an emotional rut, getting
stuck in a pattern. And it is hard to see when you get stuck in
patterns. And it is hard to change them.
H: What's an emotional rut?
F: That I get too upset too easily and that you hold back your emotions
too much and therefore they feed into each other. You hold back
your emotions more because I get upset too easily.
H : Hmmmm
.
F: And when our patterns feed into each other it is really hard to
change them. It's putting an effort on both of our parts. Like if
you express something that is bothering you, then I have to make a
greater effort not to get upset. And if I don't get upset you would
be more willing to express your emotions.
M: (Laughs) It's a circle.
:
It's a circle and it's trying to block us. That's the thing that
scares me about the relationship. How many circles are we getting
into that we are not seeing.
I think you are reading into that too much.
You think it's too much psych.
I think you are seeing too much that isn't there. I'm not saying
there isn't a problem.
Yeah.
The re is.
In this specific issue or other ruts?
Oh, not ruts, necessarily. In this issue and in others were I have
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tended to do certain things certain ways.
F: Uhm hmm.
H: And ray expressing ray emotions and you doing less and.
.
.yeah
.
That's where it ends. Cause we've gone around and around with this
for a while.
F: We both have to work.
M: And I think it has improved.
F: From both ends?
M: Yeah, I think so.
F: I think so also.
M: I can rauch raore honestly say to you, I think you are overdraraatizing
something.
Hmmmm.
And you know what I mean right away.
Yeah.
Then you sit down and think. about it then you realize that it isn't
as bad as you just expressed.
F: Yeah, in a way, yeah (laughs).
M: I mean, when we first moved up here, look how much you went through:
"We didn't have any money, we didn't have two pennies."
F: We do.
M: I know, but you can look back at that and laugh. And when we don't
have much money now, it doesn't affect you any more as much.
Yeah.
And you know how to get busy.
Yeah.
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M: And you know we are not going to starve.
P. Yeah. At™. Yeah. I guess I know you have been opening up hetter
I think you have been looking at your feelings much more realistic-
ally, lately especially. Ahm.
. .and , think part of the thing of
you not being able to listen to my shit is, I can't help but feel-
ing, and I know it's sexist. I mean, some of these things I just
need a woman friend to sit down and talk to. And then you get an-
noyed cause I tell Gail all these things.
H: No. I get annoyed cause you tell Gail. I couldn't care if you told
some other women. I don't particularly care for Gail.
Yeah.
I mean you could sit down and talk to Prue.
See I would rather talk to Gail than Nancy, cause she is sort of
more my friend.
M: Yeah.
F: And if I'm feeling in a bad mood about you and I want to spew it
out, I don't want it to be your friend cause Idon't want to affect
how Nancy feels about you.
M: I don't really care (laughs).
That's silly.
I care but if it's going to affect how she feels towards me then
that doesn't seem like it is much of a friendship.
F: Well, partly because I don't think you would do the same thing as
going to talk to Nancy about our problems.
M: That's not true. I would go to Nancy and talk to her.
F: OK.
M
198
Ml She is, mainly, my friend.
F: I don't know. Just Nancy and I have a certain commradery that comes
from the fact that we are both women. So that's why. I haven't
talked to Nancy that much about our problems. I just happen to
like Gail. I know she is wierd.
M: (Laughs)
F: I know I spend an awful lot of time with her, but you know I can't
talk to her. (Pause) Don't you feel anything's resolved? I feel
that we both made improvements and that we should continue trying.
M: Yeah, as long as we both continue to talk about it.
F: Yeah. Maybe that's part of the reason why I've been getting hung up
on the thing about the relationship lately. It's because we go for
so long without really analyzing it. But sometimes, you just don't
want to talk about it. And a lot of the time you say we talk about
the relationship too much. I realize that could be a problem, too,
it's talking the thing to death.
M: I think that is pretty much an issue and we continue to work on it
all along.
Yeah.
It's not completely over.
Oh, yeah.
Everytime we talk about it, we say the same things almost. It us-
ually sounds the same. I have this problem and you have that prob-
lem. And we continue to work on it some more and we sit down and
say: "Well, I guess we've gone a few steps further."
Yeah. Maybe that is what solving problems are all about. Yeah.
to
con-
re-
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OK.
M: OK.
Again, after the discussion, each participant was asked to describe
how they felt about the issue, how they thought their partner felt,
rank the list of causes, and to make a judgment of responsibility
'
cerning the way in which they interacted. Below are summaries of
sponses to the inquiry.
Mel expressed embarrassment to discuss this issue "in front of
someone." Still
,
he felt at ease "enough to want to discuss it." He
felt unsure about responding to Sally's questions almost as if he "did
not want to discuss it at all." Afterwards, he felt that they had
talked "seriously" about his feelings, relieved that they had talked,
and that they could continue "working on them."
In addition, Mel felt that Sally "knew exactly what she wanted to
say" but was somewhat uneasy because she didn't know how he would react.
Although he feels that she tends to "dramatize" issues, he knows that
she feels that his "problem" inhibits their relationship.
Sally noted that the issue was an important one for Mel and one she
feels he "needs to work on." She indicated feeling calm but confused
and frustrated at times. She wrote: "I felt frustrated when I realized
how much our problems were one of Mel being underexpressi ve and me being
overexpressive and that they feed into each other." She felt that some
improvements have been made "and (they) would have to continue working
. . ."on these problems.
Sally's view of Mel during the discussion was that ho seemed calm
and that he noted she was "getting overdramatic, " which is a source of
200
frustration for him. She felt he was open with his feelings, that im-
provements were made, and that he "would continue to make improvements."
Concerning the rankings and ratings, Mel indicated that what was
primarily influencing his and his partner's behavior was some disposi-
tional or characterological trait. On the other hand, Sally indicated
that the "issue" itself primarily influenced her behavior and the "situ-
ation" primarily influenced partner's behavior. Both individuals as-
cribed partial responsibility to themselves for how they interacted.
General Discussion
G: So what was this like for you? How did it feel?
I've never done this before, it was kind of strange.
Hmmm.
It was awkward but I fel t I was very honest.
Yeah.
Didn't really hold anything back. A lot of things that I've talked
about with Sally came out. I enjoyed doing it though.
G: It felt awkward because I was here, no?
Yeah.
This is the kind of stuff you talk about privately rather than with
someone else here.
M: Yeah. At first, I felt awkward. But the less conscious I was of
you here, the more confidence I felt about talking in front of you.
Hmmm
.
I was very open.
I felt that, I checked that you were more affected by the situation
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than I was because I've been in therapy and professional^ fn.
volved in, you .now, dealing with emotions. And,
, felt
,
, 1ke you
more heated but I don't know.
not coming up naturally, they weren't enotionally charged. So it
would have been different, like if , was really pjssed gt ^ fQp
not cooking or something like that.
But you don't get pissed at my not cooking.
No, I don't.
You say: "Why don
'
t you cook?" "Why didn't you make supper?"
I get pissed at you when you let things rot.
Will we get a compost now?
Yeah. Well, it could have been more emotionally charged if things
would have come up in context.
Hmmm.
I felt it was easier to talk about it now than it often is. That
you were more open. Lots of times you clam up and don't want to
talk about things.
That could be.
. ,
Do you think so?
Yeah.
So you do counseling with emotionally disturbed children?
Well, they are on a behavior mod program and if they are going to
talk to anyone it's going to be us. So, and the staff I'm involved
there is more emotionally oriented. I got the feeling that I wanted
to talk more what we listed as second in priority, where we are go-
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ft*. If ^ can talk about It the way we were talking just now,
that would be good. You know, no immediate hurry on it.
M: But I don't know.
. .
F: Well, yeah, that's it to talk about it before you know and.
.
.
* "el,, it's .11 so vague that I re.lly don't think I have much to
say.
F: Yeah, yeah.
(Three-minute cut.)
G: When things are emotionally charged, what usually happens? You get
pissed off. And you tend to pull out? Get more into yourself?
M: Yeah. I tend to just shut up.
F: And then I feel hurt or some bizzare.
M: Like she said the wrong thing.
F : Hmmm
.
G: left out.
F: Yeah. Sometimes I get pissed off. Sometimes we both get pissed
off. Ah.
. .1 feel like I want to talk about something then I get
pretty mad and hurt and I get all those feelings mixed up. I mean
it's hard when things get emotionally charged. It's like a steel
gate feeling. And maybe a partial solution might be to talk about
these things when they are not issues. But then you don't want to
talk about it. You wind up watching a ball game or something
(laughs)
.
M: That's not true. That's not true.
F: No, but you say: I bring up things when you don't feel like talking
about it.
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No I didn't want to talk about it yesterday
Yeah.
I didn't feel like I clammed up.
I just felt that it became a closed subject.
We were talking all the way back from New York,
But those were more about my relatives. I got on the thing about
our relationship. At one point you said: "Well, we are not stag-
nating." And that was that and you didn't want to talk about it
any more.
M: Well, I didn't say we were not stagnating and shut up about it. We
continued talking about it.
F: I didn't really feel that too much (both laugh).
After a little more of general discussion about their communications
and their relationship, I explained the research framework for comparing
perspectives for self and other. We looked at each of their essay re-
sponses and compared their actual and perceived consensus as well as
understanding on the issues. We also discussed the levels framework and
how it might apply to their interactions. Lastly, the couple asked for
some specific feedback and I focused on their relational strengths and
weaknesses. I used the multilevel framework to show the couple how they
moved across the levels. They acknowledged patterns as well as rela-
tional issues. I pointed out how they might have a tendency to get
stuck at a level where they blame one another or at a level where they
endlessly talk about their relationship. Lastly, I noted how they com-
plement one another--she benefits from his ability to be methodical and
he benefits from her tendency to be very expressive, The couple appre-
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ciated the opportunity to participate in the interview,
BiU 101 Janet : A Distressed Couple
This couple was reached through their contact with a community men-
tal health agency. They were seeking help for their marital difficul-
ties and had not been interviewed. When their name and phone number
were obtained, they were contacted. The nature of the study was ex-
pal ined, demographic data were obtained, and an appointment time was
arranged.
Janet and Bill are an attractive couple in their mid-twenties and
have been married for four years. Both have some college-level educa-
tion, though husband was the only one currently enrolled as an under-
graduate student.
Bill is from the Southeast and was raised in a rural community. He
is from a religious household emphasizing Protestant ethics. He has
three siblings of which he is the first-born. Janet is from Canada
and identifies strongly with the French-Canadians. Her religious back-
ground is Roman Catholic but she indicates that her family is not too
religious. She has seven siblings of which she is the second-born.
Both Bill and Janet indicated that their parents were living together
during most of their childhood. At the time of the interview, Janet
would stay home, looking after their one-year-old baby. Bill went to
school and worked part-time contracting private carpentry work.
Janet and Bill indicated high degrees of dissatisfaction in their
marriage. While they agreed on many areas of disagreements (e.g.,
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de„,onstration of affection, friends, sex relations, conventionality
and revives), both expressed wanting changes fron, the other that were
mutually exclusive.
Below, the Interactions begin after a discussion of procedural is-
sues, the taping of interactions has been discussed, and the couple com-
Pleted the questionnaires. Counts by Bill, Janet, and the interview-
er are denoted by the following letters-M. F, and G-respectively.
Interview
Dissertation Couple #9
Date Interviewed: 8/13/76
^iHe_^.tiniL Issues
G: What I would like to do is enumerate issues where you might have
different points of view or differences in perspective.
F: Hmmm.
G: With the both of you, now, let's talk about five areas where you
have different points of view, disagreements, or whatever.
M: You are going to question us?
G: Now let's just talk about these areas and then we'll do the role
playing part of it. OK? (Pause) What's an area were differences
exist between the both of you?
F: There's a whole lot of them.
G: Let's just take one.
M: There is this house, I guess, living here in the U.S. for her. She
finds it hard cause she doesn't understand the customs or.
. .
206
(Interrupts) Some ti mes we'll get together with friends of ours, you
know and I Ml sit there and they'll bullshit and I don't know what's
going on. I feel
.
.
.
Hmmm.
Because I don't understand all that humor. p. tired of coping with
this for the last four or five years. I'll ask questions but only
so many. You know what I mean?
Right.
Did you give him regular tea? (Reference to interviewer)
No, I gave him herbal
.
Yeah, but didn't you want regular tea?
No, the herb.
Oh. The herb, cause there is not much caffeine in it.
That's OK. I like herb tea. Between a choice of herb and regular
tea, I go for the herb.
(Laughs)
So living in the states is one issue and your feelings of being
left out.
Yeah. Sure. Why not. I mean I'm away from my type of people, my
customs, and my French background. All the people, I even have to
speak a different language here, which I don't really mind, cause I
speak both French and English. But it still bothers me. I like to
be with my own friends, my own kind,
Hmmm.
With the same culture, the same mentality things like that are
really important to me cause I find people to be quite different
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in the States and there are more different backgrounds.
I „iean
they are from all over the place. And they do things so different-
ly. A lot of things they would think about are things I wouldn't
think about. It's just all together differently.
G: And how does that come up in terms of the both of you?
M: Well, as for us, I don't I dnn't tt.
.
.1 ao t.
. .1 can't understand her ways
of thinking, I guess, because I have always been here and I just
haven't seen or that it's that hard. Now, of course, Vm an Ameri-
can and I just don't think there is that much difference between the
Americans and Canadians, other than the French Canadians. They have
the speaking and stuff l ike that. They do have, in the City of Mon-
treal, different customs and things. But then in New York City,
they have different customs and things. So I just.
. .so when we
'
were in Washington State, she agreed with me to go to school to let
me go to school. So I went to school for a while, and then we
agreed to come over here. So we could be halfway between her par-
ents and my parents. And the college over here had what I wanted.
I was going to move to Maine or even to Canada if they had a good
dietic school, but they didn't. In Maine would have been real close
but I would have gone the first two years and the second two gone
here. So I said why, you know I've got two years, I might as well
go here. So she agreed to that. We came here and she agreed to
buying the house. Maybe I pushed her and maybe not. She says that
I did. But all in all, we settled down here. She still doesn't
like it. She still wants to move. So.
. .that's a. . .a lot of
time she wants me to sell the house and all the furniture and get
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out of here. She called her mon, one ti,„e and she said stay there.
There is nothing in Canada, you know. Jobs are harder to find there
than they are here.
She didn't want me to move because of just being frustrated with
neighbors and how they were living so differently than me.
Ah ha.
And I guess I get my hard times when Bill goes to college cause
that's when I'm really neglected. And oh,
.
. .cause, like, he's
in school, all day and he studies a lot. Sometimes until midnight
or till 2 in the morning. I get used to it but I don't like it.
Meanwhile I'm here at the house with the baby and that gets boring
for me after a while, you know. I can't take that. And I would
like to go out and have a good time but we don't have the money on
VA benefits. And so financially I don't like it when he goes to
college and I don't like him going to college cause I have these
fears like, he might get interested in some girls over there which
is crazy, but I do have those fears. And just loneliness when he is
gone. It's like I need him around me all the time which is stupid
but I 'm like that.
Hmmm.
She says, of course, that I don't understand, that I'm not alert to
her needs there but I'm pretty much into the school part. And I
find that to make a good grade, and I like to make a good grade, I
have to put my whole self into it. And even when I leave it's in
the back of my mind. Like when I was studying before I kind of
watched TV with her but then I felt guilty cause in the back of my
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M:
F
M:
G:
M:
G:
M:
G
M:
G:
M:
mind I was saying: "God, I got to finish that report." Or some-
thing, it's usually got to do with school. And I want to get it
over with. I want to get the education and I want to get it well.
I just don't want the degree and not know anything.
For him that is a big issue. He has to be an honor student,
straight A's and everything.
Well
.
Yeah, it is.
It's an issue. It shows to me what I went to school for, and to the
people that would look at my grades and everything. It would show
them that I learned it well. I.
. .the way I figure it, it's going
to take a couple of years and then we'll be over with it. I figure
I should do it right while I'm doing it.
Hmmmm
.
And money thing, that was another thing there, money. Also.
Finances?
Pardon?
Finances
.
Finances, yes. I don't remember what I put on the questionnaire,
but it's not ah.
.
.the questionnaire didn't give all the answers
there could have been.
Yeah.
But, she is used to the good life. Her parents have always had
plenty of money. They had all the money they needed, More than
they needed. And my parents, well my father was a carpenter and he
just didn't make good money. He worked for the government. He made
210
what we needed.
you know, we had everything-, roof over our heads
a nice town and stuff, a religious background. You know and that
came into our lives too. So
. find that here, making money to keep
us happy is all that I need. But danet wants a lot more money. Just
to be able to spend it whenever she feels like it. Sometimes I feel
we could budget more.
That's true. I don't feel.
- -I. I'm not saying that now he is not
providing well but there are times when I want to shake him and say:
"Listen get out and get a better job." Oh, cause like you say I am
used to a lot of money and blowing it and it's not that I get fool-
ish with money, but I do like things. I'm somewhat materialistic
and oh.
.
.not that much really. I'll settle for an old couch for
many years before I get a new one but I would rather have something
new.
She goes through periods, up and down. Like now, she says it does
not make any difference to her. But when we get into an argument
that'll be the first thing she hits. "I want a couch" or something.
Or.
.
.or, you know, just things, I'd like more money to decorate my
house and I'd like a nice looking house, you know.
But when I first.
. .
I don't like it so dark in here. It's depressing that it is so
dark. Things like that get to me. I'm used to open houses, A-
frames and lots of windows and sunlight. And I don't get this so
I'm dissatisfied. You know? It doesn't feel like a home sometimes
to me,
Well when we first got here I thought, she said it was my decision,
2)1
even though my decision was thinking that it would be foP her and
high rent that's around this area.
Fi But I was expecting a big modem house.
(Simultaneously) And in the long run
I didn't want anything junkie and when we got here, there was just
insulation in this place and that really made me mad.
G: So you did a lot of work on the house
tremendously and it caused
(Simultaneously) Yeah, still working on it (sic),
too much stress on us.
So it ended up I didn't have a good job. I was living on unemploy-
ment which was, well, what, I couldn't find that many jobs that
would stop me from collecting unemployment.
G: Yeah.
M: And working for the nothing that.
. .up my line, I'm a structural
mechanic for aircrafts, there is nothing like that around here. So,
I worked on the house and drew unemployment. And there just wasn't
enough. More money went to materials than it did for food and good
times. But I, myself, thought that it would work out in the long,
to invest into the house and put money into the house to help us.
But that caused a lot of tension. That I wasn't finding a job.
That I should go out and find a job and hire a carpenter and re-do
the house. But I told her that I would have to have a job that paid
6 to 7 dollars an hour in order to pay him off. I'd be working for
them, then I wouldn't be able to bring any money for the house.
It's a lot of arguments there. The house cau«*an sed arguments rather
than saving us from the arguments.
•« ^ sounds like we have several issues: The house, the finances
and the feelings of not wanting to be in the states. Is the houL
a separate issue to finances and being in the states?
F: Those are separate issues to me Ah what , ," . n.
. .what can I say, they are
ail different.
to get out; and she didn't say she didn't want me to get out. And
I found out later she wanted me to stay in and now, I gueS s now she
understands I wanted to qet out I didn'ty . i t want anything to do with
the service. I was drafted.
F: But I was secure.
.
M: You felt secure but it was me who was in there putting up with all
those people, people I didn't like, ideas I didn't like. To me,
rather than sitting there and taking all that bullshit, I just
wanted to get out. I knew I could do better in the outside or do
just as well if nothing else. So, ah.
. .1 did and I found out la-
ter on that she didn't want me to get out because she was happy I
was getting $638 per month, and hospital benefits and all that junk.
But then there was things like standing watch and going on cruises.
And you know, things I didn't like. And I figure it was taking me
away from my family and I didn't want to be away.
Yeah.
In a way, I agree with that. I didn't want to be separated either
but at least I knew we were making good. It certainly was secure
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F
M:
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M:
F
M
F
F:
medically and stuff, where as now, we don't have nothing.
, t some
thing happened to either one of us, you know, we're doon,ed. Things
'ike that do bother me, I Hke to feel very secure. And I expect
him to give it all to me, you know.
.
.
Yeah.
Which is crazy.
I guess, I look at it, I know that the insurance people-they know
that young people at this age, the likelihood of them dying, or
stuff like that isn't that great. I guess, not until their thir-
ties. So I just figure, I'll hold on a little bit longer before I
get insurance, when I can afford it. Right now, other things have
come up.
Yeah.
And going to school. She would rather I work at a post office or.
.
Well work where there is better money and.
(Interrupts) anything that's better. She doesn't particularly care
what I do so long as there is better money involved.
Well, I do care that you are somewhat happy. I mean.
Well now you are saying that but you haven't said that before.
Well not really, I want him to be happy but I want him to consider
my happiness too. I mean I want him to be happy. But when I think
of him going into dietics which is starting at $10,000 a year it
doesn't super please me. No.
But I
Because I figure sometimes you're self-employed but with your own
business you make more than that
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M: Sometimes you loose money
F: I know sometimes you loose but it's TMni, u -S-
• .1 d like him to be hapoy but
I would like him to consider my happiness.
*
Th1S lrt*-» ,*-"t thing she is talking about, „ow self .en,
Ployed and I'm contracting painting and some small carpentry work
And oh.
.
.it works out now but now there is the winter coming on
''-otsure. done this before.
. don't know what the
job opportunities will be like during winter. And at.
. .
F: (Interrupts) Well I „as the one.
.
.(inaudible)
* Vou know, it's up and down and
, would just rather go ahead and get
a steady job. As for the dietics i fs interesting to me
. She has
always asked me: "Are you sure that's what you want?" well, I
don't know. I haven't been so sure. I've 'been through architec-
ture, art, psychology and now dietics. So I don't know. And ah.
. .
I've lasted longer in this than I have in anything else, you know.
G: My sense of this last one we have been talking about concerns is-
sues of security, happiness at work, supporting the family, the
house and all that stuff seems to be connected in terms of how happy
or unhappy the both pf you are. For instance you being unhappy in
the Navy, had some security but you were unhappy. Then, you left
the Navy and now are less secure. The issue of security is import-
ant.
F: Definitely.
What would be another issue?
Sexual, right now, would be one. Ah, she is, her sex drive has
dropped tremendously from when I first met her. And that was one of
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the things that attracted me to he,. It's very
^
had a lot of f„„. knew that it would slack off but not like it
drive at all. She just didn'
t P
anticuWly cane fo r anything hut ,
don't know whether it was physical^ having the hahy or whether it
was mentally have the child and my actions, you know, my getting out
of the Navy. Things like that building up lnrtda of her so $he
turned off to M
.
Whereas to ». even though all the fights we've
had, I've never turned off her physical attraction to m. (Pause)
What is that like for you in terms of the sex?
Well, it's true, you know. I don't like sex anymore at all. But I
try once in a while, you know. I don't know, he's turned me off a
lot lately. Last two years, I can't seem to get attracted to him.
I look at his body and I say: "Wow, I married him" or something.
And it's not that he is ugly or anything, it's just that, I don't
know what it is, I just don't find him as attractive as I used to
and I can't just seem to get turned on to him. And I would rather
he didn't make any advances to me cause I could go years without it.
That's how I feel right now. And I know he can't and this causes
him to argue with me and I'll argue right back, you know. We never
settle that, ever. We have tried settling that problem and we won't
both meet, you know?
Hmmm.
1 won't give in and he won't stop hassling me.
Okay, what is a fifth area or a fifth issue?
Hmmm. [ know one thing, his friends. Like sometimes, a lot of his
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friends
.
I doi, t even care about. They don't strike me as being
really greet peoPl. ; Because, 1t seems me most of the friends
»•« mt here are so economical,y deprived. They ,ive „ke that
me to argue with the neighbors.
G: Hmmm.
F We've met vegetarians next door, which I fi ght with s ,np]y becau$e
they are vegetarians. He.
. .(laughs).
. .he carries on with them
and I won't have nothing to do with them. And on account of this
I Pick on other things about them. I'll cut them down with anything
I can find. I'm very critical of his friends yet he is of mine too.
He thinks that mine are loose thinkers, you know. Like Naomi, some-
t1n.es you don't like her butting in or something.
, f1nd that for
her to butt in is for me to make up the decision of whether I want
her to butt in or not.
M: Well, but I don't get mad at Naomi.
F: No.
.
.you don't get mad at Naomi but you show your dislike.
M: (Simultaneously) She'll never come to my house again.
F: And then Joanna is another one you don't particularly care for and
those are the ones I like. I like different people than he does.
Definitely. He likes quieter people, very nice. I like nice people
a little bit wilder, you could say. Crazier people, I don't know.
(Laughs) Yeah, but we do disagree.
M: I don't think Joanna is crazy.
F: No, she's' not crazy or wild but you think she is tough or something.
M: A redneck.
217
N Or a redneck. You spp t H.nu
'
1 d0n
'
SM « being that way. ni Iook JtM- 0ftta Wl"M.1Wly<BdI .1llvI „ Yeih
"""""
nprk<- h Vn . ,
y
'
a
>
thGy are red-
J '
V°Ukn0W?
^PN11osoPhlc„ly1nmewedisagree. We really.
the vegetarians. «.^ „„, ^^ ^
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• •
^net doesn't think and I don't either, I guess, that she
-ises her kid that well.
now she is starting tosoank the boy when he does that.
. .
: And this.
.
.
|
"hich was.
.
.really, f1Ml 1y, we complained so much that they ff.
"ally spanked hi m
.
Discipline him, you know, because we told the,n
he was just going to keep on beating on kids if they don't do sou-
thing to stop hi.. And ah.
. .we told the. that if he doesn't stop
we weren't going to let ours play with him. So.
.
.
(interrupts) Cause it was just so„,e of the things why we fight the
way we do.
(Simultaneously) It's still.
. .the people up the street further, I
like them. I really do. He is a piano tuner, he is studying writ-
ing right now and he's trying to get his anthropology B.A. And any-
way he's interesting. His wife is very kind and Interesting. But
they live rather, well, they have one dog and one cat in the house
and they are not that clean. And like, Janet is very clean. Which
I like, I like to be clean too. And it doesn't bother me to go up
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live there myse,f. But that' s Just because my mother and her _
there were just clean. So that doesn't
„,a te any difference.
F: (Interrupts) No I didn't say that.
tone. accept
"e've had, Janet has had arou.ents with
street
F: (laughs)
the family down there.
I never said it, it was her over there.
M: No, never?
F: No, it was Maryanne. She's always
That's very strange
very jealous of m. And she calls, I don't know, she's always very
jealous
.
And then we get into her friends. Like, the girl she's talking
about, Naomi. This girl is 20 years old and she's got a broken
family (her father left her mother). Her mother and father switch
couples now, you know, switch partners. Yeah, it's very strange.
I don't particularly care to. She was a speed freak and she had to
go to classes and.
. .
F: (Simultaneously) She's off of that now.
I just think she is too mentally unstable a telling Janet, who
is 24, has a baby and is married, you know, d this and that, what
to do.
She doesn't tell me what to do, she wanted to help us out with our
M
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mar1tal Pr0ble",S b™ She ' S ^ • 'ot of cusses and she has been
going for ZA,Z yea rs to this 0, T. He is around the area and is
well known for helping emotional growth. She thought she could help
ne with emotional growth. Bin rented it from the start and I«t that if she wants to he,p is my decision. ^
be the judge of whoever wants to help me
. , rea,ize she is younger
So what? She may still have something to offer. And oh.
. .then
there is one more thing. Big difference, a big thing is religion
and his family.
I know.
Oh, boy. His mother is very religious. She wi 11 not have a drink
in the house. She won't let anybody
(Simultaneously) She's changing.
There is never been a drop of alcohol. And for 30 years she was
shut up in the house, she wouldn't clean house. She just looked
terrible and she brought up the kids as being very childish. She
babies them too much. Which I really resent.
You say she lived terrible?
Well, she lived very filthy, like.
That's not true. She just didn
' t dust the house. She was clean as
far as the dishes and things. She would wash.
(Interrupts) That's all she ever did.
dishes and the clothes. But she was untidy as far as keeping a
house like that.
And even.
. .
And the religion thing, oh, she was very strict with religion. We
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had to sit in a house on summer days, when we should have been out
Playing, I thought. And we were iistening to an evangelist on the
radio. AH morning long even when it was nice. So I began to re-
sent it.
,
hated religion. I hated someone to even approach me
about it. would completely turn off and show my dislike. Janet
has never had much religion. She is a Catholic and she went be-
cause.
. .1 don't know.
F: I 'm not religious
.
M: And she didn't understand the Bible stories and things So she
would ask me about it and I would explain them very scantly. I
would explain it to her. And she'd ask in more detail about it and
I would get upset at her. I would say: "Oh! Let's not talk about
it." So, we would argue about that. Now, I've decided that if she
wants to know anything I know, I'll tell her, but.
F: It's not that I wanted to become religious. Actually, the thing
that sets us off a lot was his family. They were so different from
mine, that I would put them down and I would find fault with them
something tremendous. I can't believe my in-laws were such strange
people! Religious. My brothers-in-law had not even dated and they
were, like 22.
M: Now that's not true.
F: Yes, Bill!
M: to me. David (reference to brother) was a little of a late starter,
but he had a lot of problems.
F: They were all late starters and that bugs me. One of them would
date a 14-year-old girl, who was 10 years older than her. I could
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not believe it.
M: That's none of your business.
F: It's none of my business but it's stranae u,ha +bu g . bay what, you want but
it's very strange.
» J-P.'s father married and he was 40 and he married a 14-year-old
girl
.
Well I think that's strange too.
(inaudible comment)
Like this is what I was saying. He accepts that and I feel it's
stupid almost. They never had an outgoing 1 ife . The parents never
had friends over. Oh.
.
.they were always separated from other
children. Whereas with me, we were always encouraged to play out-
side with other children. My folks were business people and poli-
ticians and were used to entertaining at home. And I like that kind
of outlook on life. They do take a drink once in a while. Whereas
his family are totally opposites. They were a lot into Christianity
and stuff like that. First I thought they were kind of wierd or
something. And I realize I wouldn't put him down cause he is not
like his brothers or his family too too much. Although, he still
has those views a lot and it kind of bothers me.
M: What views?
F: Well you agree with your folks on what they do. You don't like me
to tell about them cause you're protecting them. And that bothers
me. Like, I know my father might have" a drink once in a while but
I don't protect him. I know he does it. So, you know, it bothers
me that he tries to proect his family and he won't do anything to
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tarthiS "theri " J"«' He
-n ,et her know that he has
a drink once in a while,
see it.
F: Whereas I'll just tell (laughs), you know? I «>K ow.' I get very upset that
somebody could be that ignorant.
G: We need only five, so there is one of them that ah.
.
.
F: Well, put this one in. We do need help with this one/
G: Ahm. Religion. OK.
F: Wei 1 , his parents
.
.
G: Okay we have religion, that Bill tends to be more religious than you
do; and that you tend to find fault in his family, because of reli-
gious views. He tends to get upset about that.
F: Protects.
, .
G: To protect and resent.
M: You might want to put the one with the friends there up into that
with the people, culture and everything.
G: Yeah. That would fit under culture.
M: Yeah. Cause I found, she says you'd never seen a vegetarian in town
before. She has never encountered one in Canada before.
F: Oh.
.
.1 have been in town but I've never actually never encountered
a "vegy" before. It's upsetting to me. I couldn't believe that.
G: OK, what I'd like you to do is to rank these issues.
The issues were ranked individually and then jointly. The five is-
sues included-: 1) wife's feelings about being lonely, out of place in
the U.S., and having few friends; 2) money-he tends to be budget minded
and she likes to spend; 3) securi ty~ thi s relates to husband wanting
happiness at work and provide for wife while he obtains an education;
4) sex-husband would like to have sex more often, while wife feels
"turned off; and 5) religion-which connects to their families of ori-
gin. Wife tends to find fault in in-laws, particularly with religious
concerns. Husband tends to protect and defend his family.
The couple had a great deal of difficulty in ranking the issues
jointly. They discussed to great lengths what was or was not a "rela-
tionship issue." The more important relationship issue was given first
rankings as opposed to what was more his or her problem.
Individually, they agreed on the last three issues. Bill felt sex
was most important, while Janet felt it was religious concerns. How-
ever, with the joint ranks, Bill's first issue remained as most import-
ant and Janet's most important individual rank became least important
jointly.
Interactions : I ssue #]_: Sex
G: Okay, so let's try to recreate this scene.
It happened the other night.
When you were in bed?
Wei 1 , yeah. This time.
So let's say you are in the bedroom and you. What was that day
1 ike for you?
F: I don't remember.
M: Well, it was a day when we felt good toward each other and I started
to get aroused. And you said you weren't interested. You just felt
224
good towards me.
Yeah. I remember that night.
What kind of day was that for you?
It was a very good day, excellent. I felt very goo d towards him.
Emotional ly
.
OK. Let's say that it wasn't a good day. [ t wa s a bad day.
Hm hum.
And that you've been in school all day. You were pretty lonely, had
gotten depressed and were not feeling too well.
F: Hm hum.
G: And you get together with him, you have dinner. You both feel kind
of good but you're not feeling that good, anyway. And he makes some
advances towards you and you're not interested.
F: Right.
G: So pick it up from there and try to act out those roles with each
other.
F: Well, 1 don't want anything to do with him.
G: OK. Talk to him.
F: (Sighs, laughs)
G: Try to make it as true to life as possible. Try to get into it.
M: I can't think how I would do it cause I usually just quit after a
while. We don't talk much. It's just that I give in. It's not >
really a big problem.
G: OK. Just talk about the issue. You've' made several advances and
she's turned off and all you want to do is to talk about it.
M: Why are you turned off?
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W Well, I don't know. OK, I jus t don't get attracted to you. You
know?
M: Because of how I look or how I think.
W: Yeah. Mostly you bother me cause of the way you think.
M: If I changed the way I thought would you like me more?
F: Yeah, definitely.
«: ^ I told you I couldn't change the way I think or it would be a
gradual change what would you.
W: Well.
M: Would you be able to change?
W: I, yeah, I can't say cause I'll never know how I'll be. I guess I
have to be tied more emotionally to you for one.
M: You were tied to me emotionally.
I used to be.
Why did you change? We used to have a lot of fun together and
everything.
F: Yeah, I used to too.
But my thoughts have always been the same.
I know that, Bill
.
But you.
When you started going to college you were so much into your books
and you had no time for me so you hurt me in a way. And I got used
to not having you. That's how it all came about. That's a big part
of it. I guess I felt so hurt for so long that I've past the point
of ever coming back.
M: Sometimes you'll say there is a chance and now you say there isn't
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a chance.
F: Well, some tin,es I think there is a change in your part and other
tin.es I think there is no way I can change or that you can change
towards me.
M: You don't ever have any feelings for me or anything?
F: Sexually, no.
M: No? Never?
F: Practically ni 11
.
M: But you said never. Sometimes you do?
F: Rarely.
M: When do you have them?
F: I don't know, Bill. When it comes it comes and that's it.
M: May be if I knew what I did.
F: There is nothing you can do, it seems like
M: Just the moon?
F: No, I don't know. I just feel distant from you. I don't know if it
will come back or be how I used to be. You expect too much out of
me. Before we had the baby we were both always ready but now things
are kind of different. I don't know.
M: I was just trying to figure out what I could do. Just because I
went to school for a while I'm not going to school all the time now.
F: But that's just.
.
.and there are other things that you do or your
philosophy of life. You're not used to spending money. You're not
a big spender and.
. .
M: If I had'money, believe me I'd be willing to spend it. I don't have
any money.
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F: And I lack confidence in you a lot.
What do you mean?
I have no trust in you.
Trust?
Yeah. You know. Like I don't believe you can achieve all the
things that you say you do. And those are things that bother me,
too
.
M: Like going to school, you mean, the degree
F: Well, all that is private but like you have been working in this
house and you attempt things that I don't think you can do or work
on the car or the truck and I can't think you can do it. You know
I lack confidence in you. And when I see this happening to me I can
see how I can't look sexually to you cause I don't have confidence
in you. That's just part of it. I don't know what all of it is.
How can I explain what I don't know. (Pause; laughs nervously) Is
that over with?
M: I don't know. I just keep on going like this and I'm not getting
any place.
F: (Laugh) It's just time after time. You know. It always ends up
like this.
In describing how he felt during the interactions, Bill indicated
that he hoped to persuade his spouse into having sex. Also, he noted
that he felt "tense and somewhat frustrated," since she was unyielding.
Janet noted that it didn't bother her "at all to talk about it except"
that she was- uncomfortable with a third party present. She indicated
feeling that the whole thing was "funny" and that they weren't getting
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anywhere by talking. Both wrote that the discussion did not accomplish
anything.
With this issue, Bill felt Janet was fully responsible for how they
interacted and she indicated that he was fully responsible, ascribing no
responsibility to herself. With the causal rankings, Bill ranked as
most influential the interactional cause for himself and the situational
cause for his partner. Janet ranked as most influential the situational
cause for herself and the issue cause for her spouse.
Inte ractions
: Issue #2 : Relatives
G: How does this come up? What was the last time this came up?
It comes up when I'm around his family. Period.
It comes up less about religion and more about my family, last Sun-
day.
F: When he was overseas they bothered me tremendously. I was living
with them. And I hardly knew those people.
M: But the reason you went there, we thought you couldn't live with
your parents cause you argued with them too. So I offered my
fam i 1 y
.
F Yeah.
For you to go and stay with them.
And I accepted it but then when I got there I found that they were
too different.
M: Why didn't you go back home?
F: Well, I didn't feel like I had to go back home. I felt like living
over there but not living with them. Under the same roof as your
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-the. She bothered me. She was too saintly. She wouldn't allow
anything. Everytime
, went with my girlfriends, she poetical,, in-
spected my girlfriends, she asked so many questions.
M: You mean it was all in your mind?
F: And religion was, at the time, I wasn't into a lot of, you know,
astral travelling and stuff
, fke that. And boy did she cut me down
for that. She went in the bathroom and started talking about me
with her two other sons. And she thought that I was wierd and I
thought that they were wierd for being such blind faith believers as
they were about the Bible. The Bible at that time meant something
to me but not what it meant to them. We had such different views
and it annoyed me tremendously. She was hypocritical about the
whole thing. She had to go behind closed doors to talk about it.
'
And I just wanted to sit there and have an honest discussion.
M: When you get into an honest discussion, it is your views and no-
body el se's.
M
No, it is not just my views.
Well.
. .
Your mother was very much that way. She would not accept any of my
views, and I would just say well they are not the same. And then
that one time when she called in her friends to pray for my soul.
I thought that was crazy. I'm serious. I've never seen anybody so
crazy in my life.
M: Well, that's crazy to me, too. I don't have any argument that she
is too religious.
F: Definitely. I mean, they all joined ha nds and started praying for my
soul and
Well, I can't understand why you just can't forget it.
No, I can't forget something like that. I'm sorry. I just can . t
forget it. I'll forgive her but forgetting is another thing. And
then, when I left to go to Georgia she said, "Do you think Bill
will divorce you?" Because I was leaving on my own for a career.
(Interrupts) Well, you say that. I don't know if she knew why you
were going to Georgia or not. Maybe she knew why you were really
going to Georgia.
Well, whatever. It wasn't her business.
Well, she just felt concerned.
No, she didn't, Bill
.
About our marriage,
No, she didn't. She wanted you to marry a little Christian girl.
It didn't work out that way.
(Interrupts) You didn't even like yourself during that time.
Well even if I didn't like myself. Whether I did or didn't, I did
not hate myself then. I think I have more reason to hate myself
now. But back then, I was happy.
.
.
(Interrupts) You were happy that you were going to Georgia.
Yes. I was, Bill
.
Why?
Well, because you were too strict on me and I felt very at ease in
Georgia. And you were the type that would shut me in and didn't
like me to be around other men. And you didn't like this or that.
Well, it just got to be too much and you never took me out and you
and
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never did enough for me
.
And I was used to that. Wine and dine
whatnot. You know? So I was happier then. And
, was definitely
not happy with your mother. She was too hypocritical. And as to
this day I wonder how she really feels about m . , know now she
goes along with everything and she is really nice. But that's be-
cause I really nice to her too. I don't go against her. I just
cover up. I don'
t
discuss rel igion. We don't talk about her past
life, or your past life. Ah, you know.
Or your past life.
Which is another thing that annoys me. Why can't she tell your
other brothers that you are only a half-brother? What is so wrong?
If they love you so much, why aren't they able to accept that?
I 'm sure they would.
Well. All these secrets, secrets, secrets. To me they can go
right out the door. I don't believe in that. It's just that I be-
lieve in being honest with you.
Well, why aren't you honest with your parents with the things that
you've done?
Well, OK. I tell them most everything with the exception of the
last thing that I've done. To you. That I didn't tell.
You told them that you don't smoke anymore (in response to cigar-
ettes).
I don't.
You've told them that you don't take drugs anymore (in response to
marijuana)
.
I don't. I don't. I do it once in a year. It's been four or five
years. Yes it has. And the only time I do it is when you do it
(laughs). Yes. You are the one that goes over to our next-door
neighbors and smokes up. It's not me. How many times did I smoke
up there and how many times did you? You did it. Out of all the
times you did it, I only did it once.
It doesn't bother me. I don't have any fears.
OK. Well, I, ah.
You are the one that is afraid of these things.
My parents know I do these things but you're the one that doesn't
ever tell them nothing.
Yeah, I know.
You hide.
They don't need to know.
The fact from them that you smoke up that you take a drink once in
a while and that you're not religious. Oh, no, she knows that. But
there are a lot of things you don't tell her.
So I don't feel
(Interrupts) So I don't feel I have to tell my mother about that one
thing, no. But. . .
(Interrupts) Why not, though, Janet? If you want me to be so hon-
est and tell them everything
(Interrupts) OK, you go tell your mother the kind of life you had
before with me and what you were like and I'll go and tell my mom.
Before?
Yes. Everything. Tell her everything. There is to know about us
and I'll feel very happy. To have shocked her, maybe.
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M: (Inaudible comment)
Httleangel. That you 11 ke to seen, to be. vou know?
(Uughs) Really. {Pause) Now why are you cla^ng Mp7 why
don't you have anything to say about this?
M: Well.
.
F: That's what you do everytime (nervous laugh). See
, it's not OK for
-to talk about your family. Oh. No. Janet, shut up. Don't say
that. But that's where you're wrong, Bill. They are very differ-
ent and I'm not ready to accept that. It's all honesty. And when
your mother comes here the next time, Vm go i ng to open up a bottle
of beer. Just to shock her. See now. You're clamming up again.
And I want to talk about it cause it is very important to me. Cause
when I have to accept all of you, I'll accept you even better.
Yeah. Yeah.
.
.
: No (Pause)
:
Yes. Go ahead. Say something. This is your touchy point.
: This is not my touchy point.
•* Yes, it is.
:
That's not the point we were talking about.
:
Yes, it is very touchy. You'd rather I didn't talk about this.
No. I don't particularly care any more.
Oh, yes, you do otherwise you wouldn't shut up the way you did.
Well, I don't know what else to say. You've cut her down. You want
her to know that I drink and I don't want her to.
I just don't want her to be so goddamn ignorant about life.
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M: She's not ignorant about life. I just.
(Interrupts) Yes, she is.
don't want her to know about my life.
Well, it doesn't matter to me. When she comes here she's going to
have to put up with what we have under our roof. Just like
M: (Interrupts) Well, I won't have her here.
F: I have to not smoke cigarettes. I can't drink a bit of anything
there. I can't even say the words that I want. I shouldn't ever
say "shit" in front of her or "God" or "Goddamn."
M: You do. And it doesn't bother her.
F: Oh. I don't do it in front of her. Once in a while. Just to give
her a little shock.
M: Why are you trying to shock everybody for?
F: It's not that I want to shock her, Bill. It's just that I can't see
her being the way she is. It irritates me. I can't believe that
they still keep her like that. I am not used to all that Christi-
an! ty.
M: Well, you irritate me, Janet. I can't believe that there is a per-
son like you that has to shock everybody.
.
F: (Interrupts) Well, that is because you are so different. You've
always had a very closed-in life. You never did anything, you nev-
er went anywhere in your childhood. You were all so caught up being
home listening to your religion. You never did anything with any-
body else. You always asked yourself: "Oh, do I have to consider
this before I ask this person for that?"
M: Well, what's wrong with that?
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f; wen,
, don . t even think about that [ dQ ^ to ^ ^ ^
don't see that every moVe I make, I have to consider this o,- that on
this or that. I think that's crazy. You know? (Pause) ^ ^
you have anything to say? This is what I despise about you. You
won't give me any feedback (laughs nervously).
M: Feedback? You just want me to argue wi th you.
F: No, I don't want you to argue. I would wish that you would agree
with what I say.
H: Why should I agree? That's not my feelings. I told you I don't
want to try to understand.
F: (Simultaneously) But see this is part of what irritates me about
you and why I can't turn on to you sexually.
M: Not any?
Until you are on my side, I guess. It's not a question of sides but
No. You always try to get me on your side. Everything, every ar-
gument we've had. You always try to get me on your side. Even if
we have an argument with the neighbors. You try to get me on your
M
side.
F
M
F
No, I don't care if you're on my side or not.
Hmmm? (Disbelieving)
But it does bother me because sometimes I say, if we had an argu-
ment, just like when we did in front of your mother, that one time.
And I said: "That's it, I'm leaving," because I didn't cater to you
hand and foot. And she says: "No wonder American men leave their
wives and go for Oriental women." And I was already catering to you
an awful lot. But she wanted me to give you your spoon for your
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teeth.
M: I didn't even.
F: And that caused so much hurt to me, when she said that to me.
That's crazy! A woman shouldn't be expected to wait hand and foot
on you. And you shouldn't be expected to do the same thing for me.
I know.
I believe in equality.
I don't think that's a big issue.
(Simultaneously) That is very much a part of you
(Simultaneously) I don't know why you had to get so upset about it.
You kept prodding and pushing to see what.
F: (Interrupts) Your mother should not have
she woul d say
.
said anything at that time. She should have kept her mouth shut.
It was an argument between you and me, not her. But she was taking
your side cause you are her baby. Yes. She took your side there.
And see that made me feel like an outcast. No wonder I split. Even
my own mother wouldn't say something like that to you. God.
M: No, she can go and talk behind my back.
F: No, she wouldn't and she would never go behind closed doors, I'll
tell you that.
M: She, she.
F: If she had something to say she would probably say it. But I doubt
it. She'd say: "Oh, that's their business."
M: When you were in Canada, she was saying a lot of things.
W: She was happy I left you. That's all.
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Yeah.
She was happy cause she didn't think you were good enough for M
.
You weren't the best provider in the world. And you weren't that
kind to me emotionally, she could see how those things, but that's
besides the point. I don't want to get into this. Because I don't
want to bring back bad feelings. We are over this. But the fact i
about your mom, your family and our relationship.
(Interrupts) You hurt my feelings, Janet. The whole things we're
talking about is my family and all this old bullshit you keep bring-
ing up.
Well, it's never old because everytime they come here
(Interrupts) Well, then, why do you say you don't want to bring
back old bad feelings?
No, because this, we've never settled. The fight in Canada we set-
tled. I came back to you and we are trying to work it out. But the
fact of your family I'm always the one who has to bend and accept
their ways. Auh. Auh. Forget it.
Why don't you accept their ways as theirs? They are not ours. I'm
not asking you to accept it as ours.
No, but everytime I look at them I see the same thing.
I don't know.
Bill, everytime you are with your family you become like them. You
start getting slow. You start wasting time. You start getting car-
ried away in these long conversations
-that, oh, where you could be
doing important things also. Instead you like to waste time.
I like to spend time with my family. I don't see them that much.
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F: Sure. Sure (sic).
The interactions continued in the ahove manner for another six
minutes. Husband changed from a defensive position to a hostile posi-
tion concerning wife's infidelity several years ago; this occurred when
he was on leave and she was in the South. Wife defended her actions and
said that though she felt "sorry," she was not ashamed. Husband inter-
preted this as her not having fully "repented" and proceeded to attack
verbal ly.
Concerning the respective feelings about the issue, after the in-
teractions, husband expressed anger. Although he thought "it wasn't a
big issue," he realized otherwise. He felt upset at stopping the argu-
ment and felt it could have continued. Wife indicated that she was
pleased to encounter the issue because she feels it is important for him
to accept her for what she is. Also, she noted feeling relieved talking
to him about all these things that have bothered her for some time.
However, she feels badly because husband will be angry at her for "tell-
ing the truth."
Husband thought that the issue was bothering wife and that during
the discussion she was "probably letting go more than she expected."
She thought that he was indifferent and that the issue meant nothing to
him. Wife- viewed husband as being "hurt and keeping to himself." She
felt that the more he discovered about her the angrier he became. She
wrote: he "hates the whole issue about me getting on to his family,
etc.
"
On theranking task, husband viewed himself as being influenced by
individual characteristics and he viewed his spouse as being influenced
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by relationship concerns. Wife viewed husband as being primarily influ-
enced by individual traits and herself by concerns related to the spe-
cific issue. Both attributed full responsibility for how they inter-
acted to the other.
General Discussion
G: How do you feel about having done this? Particularly with the last
part?
F: Well, I didn't rnind doing it. I think it is good but I don't know
where it gets us. Even when you are not here we talk about this and
it doesn't get us anywhere.
M: I feel that it is going to help you as someone else. That's good.
But I don't know if it helped us any. I mean, it got an argument
started again.
F: Not with me. I don't feel my argument, Bill. I know you found out
a couple of more things and it hurts you.
M: No.
F: But I'm glad to give him this information too because maybe he can
use it to help another couple out.
M: Well, I wonder what else might come out. If we did it again can we
get more out? You said that before, Janet. That was it.
G: Let me, you had said that you would be interested in my observa-
tions at the beginning. Would you be interested in them?
F: Sure.
H: Sure.
G: It seems like that the thing the two of you manage to do is get into
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a lot cf cycles with each other.
M: Yeah.
G: It's hard to know where something begins and where something ends.
F: Yeah, really.
G: Do you know what I mean?
M: Yeah, everything is linked, you mean?
F: It is a chain reaction and there is no stop to it.
G: Do you both see that?
F: Oh, yeah.
M? I don't.
G: You don't. What is it like for you?
Well, the issue of her going out on me. It's becoming more of a
problem because I hear it more often.
Hmmm.
And I get annoyed at it. So maybe that is coming in. I don't know.
My sexual problems, that, sexual problems with her and her disliking
my family and not having enough finances and not living properly
that, sure, that runs around in circles. That's why she doesn't
want to have sex with me because I don't provide. I feel that I
would be rewarded if I were to act right. If I would act the way
she wanted then I would get what I want. Whereas I don't, I can't
see that circle.
Hmm, hmm.
I think that all the other things, if she had the finances, the se-
curity and oh.
. . . What were the other issues? Oh, yes, if I
were to tell my parents that I was a smoker or a drinker and I did
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this, I did that, I cussed, you know. If I could tell them all
that, then the other issues then I would be rewarded with sex. May-
be.
F: No. No.
M: I see my problem as a sex problem. But the financial problem is
hers. I also see that the insecurity thing and her problem with the
culture and her problem with my parents.
F: And (inaudible) my feelings?
M: I feel that those are circling around and I'm in the middle. I
could have sex, if I, and she is not interested in sex at all.
That's the way I feel.
F: OK, that is absolutely true except with the financial part you are
wrong. I couldn't give a damn about that.
M: But, Janet, if I don't work.
F: Fuck it, we'll find some other way. I'm not expecting you to be
the best for me and I really don't care materialistic wise.
M: But you just said, you just said your mother said that I wasn't a
good provider.
F: Sure that's what she said. And listen, let me tell you something.
That's not what really matters to me. Your family matters more to
me than any materialistic thing you could give me, or all the sup-
port or security you could give me. Your ways matter more to me.
If you wouldn't cramp my style, if you didn't do these things that
I feel is from your past, I wouldn't be behaving towards you sexual-
ly 1 ike this.
M: So why do this thing, it's going around in circles. Where do you
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the sex. I don't understand what your observation is?
What I see you doing is hurting each other a lot and you are both
very successful at that. You do it well.
Yeah, but that is not good.
Sure, that's not good.
We don' t want to
No, I don't see you doing this on purpose but I see you doing it in
reaction to one another. Like, she will do something and you will
do something else that will hurt her. Then she will do something
else that will hurt you.
And then other times we'll be alone and we'll "be happy with one an-
other and things that we've said we kind of forgive or something.
She says: "I only said it because of this or that." So I don't
know when she really means what.
Hmmmm.
Or maybe I don't really know what. I don't know what she means.
She let's me have these little things in short blasts rather than
letting me have everything at once.
And you are very upset about hearing that she enjoyed herself when
you were away at sea.
Yeah. Because I didn't enjoy myself. Well, what it was, was she
told me one time that she would never love me or would hate me if I
went out on her or had relations with other women because her father
did it to her and it really hurt her. • So I did my best not to, or
get involved with hookers. I stayed on the ship and tried to be a
good boy. Although, I was thinking that it would be nice to get off
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this ship. And I would think about Janet or I'd write her. But
then all of the sudden I find these secrets. That she has been
scheming and doing things behind my back. It just gets me. It
pissed me off more and more.
G s Hmmm
.
F: Well, I never meant for anything to happen.
M: No, you let it happen and I never let it happen.
F: Yes, I did, Bill.
M: And I didn't let it happen.
F: Because when I saw a man who could permit me my freedom. He didn't
cramp me.
M: He didn't permit you. He didn
' t even want you to come back to me
,
Janet. He wanted you to stay there in Georgia and leave me.
F: Yeah, OK.
M: So what was he?
F: Cause he could see that we were happier together. In a way that you
M: Did he see that?
F: Because you always had limits.
M: What could he see; did he ever live with me?
F: He just heard some of your tapes, Bill. And he couldn't believe
what a kid you were.
M: Yeah.
F: In a way. I'm sorry. I know this hurts. There are some things,
Bill. You are so strict and limited. I can't help but behave the
way I do.
G: I think that, ah.
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I think the whole marriage is over.
Well, I think that this is something for you to think and talk about
more.
We have. We talk about it all the time.
And you haven't been very successful in terms of talking about this.
I think a good idea is to learn how you can talk to each other so
you can begin to give each other what you both need. Ah.
. .cause
you both feel you are not getting what you need. You are not feel-
ing that you are getting what you want and he feels he is not get-
ting what he needs
.
Maybe there are ways of finding that out. One,
one step is to enter into therapy together. One reason for doing
that is that, although it seems that, you may very well decide the
best thing for the both of you is to separate.
I had thought about that.
But that is one thing for both of you to decide and be very realis-
tic with. On the other hand you may decide that the best thing is
to stay together and work things out.
We've thought about that, too.
The difference is that working something out with a lot of effort,
it requires work to make a decision. To find out where the both of
you are with each other means work. Whether it means you stay to-
gether or not it means work because you have a lot of unfinished
business with each other. If you don't deal with it together you
will deal with it alone, or you are going to deal with it with some-
body else. Partly because the same patterns, the same kind of is-
sues tend to emerge when you are with someone else. The same stuff
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is going to come up, sooner or later, and you are going to find
yourself dealing with it. Later on, it might be just as difficult,
if not more. One tends to think, wow, now I won't have to hassle
with this, but you are going to have to hassle with it sooner or
later. So. It might be, do you know what I'm talking about?
F: I.
.
.am well aware that if I did leave him, I'd probably work a few
years and probably get married again some day. If I marry anybody
from the same culture as him, I know it is going to happen all over
again. We both feel we've made a mistake and we don't know how to
correct it. I want to try and I think he does. There are so many
things we expect of each other and I can't do it if he doesn't change
ei ther.
G: I think one of the things is that you are both very angry with each
other and have been for quite some time.
F: We are. Something has gone so wrong.
M: Well, I'm only now getting angry. I'm only now beginning to get an-
gry. That's why 1 decided to see a psychiatrist or something. It
is just getting to be too much for me to handle any more.
I continued to work with this couple focusing on the importance of
involving themselves in therapy. As soon as they returned to blaming
and accusing one another, I pointed this out in an attempt to help them
acknowledge what they were doing. At one point, we were able to go be-
yond mutual blaming. Subsequently, we discussed issues of honesty,
trust, parenthood and obligations they feel towards each other. Also we
discussed the essay questionnaire and how I might use that information
in terms of working with a couple like them. Lastly, we discussed the
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meaning of comr.it.ent and change and the time that it might require for
change to occur; that commitment is necessary to allow for a time of
change. My goal was to counsel this couple about entering therapy and
inform them of what they could reasonably expect from treatment and what
would be required on their part.

